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CURRENT TOPICS. 


_- We pustisn elsewhere a new Rule of the Supreme Court, which 
has been passed by the Rule Committee of Judges, modifying the 
" Rule of 1884 (R. 8. C., XXXVI., 22a) relating to trial of chan- 
" gery witness actions at Liverpool and Manchester. The new rule 
r os phe! the witness causes for which special sittings are to be 
> held to be causes proceeding in the district registries of Liverpool 
' or Manchester and set down for trial in those registries. The 
4 pe at the end of the rule, which formerly left it to the discre- 
' of the judge to strike out any cause in the list which “ ought 
_ not to have been included therein ” is now more definitely worded, 
| and enables the judge to strike out causes in the Jist “having no 
local connection with the County Palatine of Lancaster.” 





_. Tue Tarrry Srrtnes, which terminate on Thursday next, will 
| have afforded forty-five working days, and, when the work of the 
chancery judges is considered, it will be understood what an 
_ amount of interlocutory business has to be disposed of, and how it 
_ interferes with the hearing of witness causes. During the sittings 
| Vice-Chancellor Bacow has had witness causes in ‘his day’s paper 
_ on only six of these forty-five days; Mr. Justice Kay on six; 
Mr. Justice Cuirry on twelve; and Mr. Justice Norra on eleven 
| days. When it is remembered that the whole of the rest of the 
| time in court of these four judges has been taken up with further 
' considerations and interlocutoiy applications, the reason why so 
_ few witness causes are disposed of by them will be sufficiently 
apparent. Mr. Justice Srraxixe, of course, hears witness causes 
| every day, having no other class of business. It may be antici- 
_ pated that an examination of the cause lists of the four first-named 
_ Judges would shew that the number of witness causes has not 
greatly reduced during the present sittings. 





_ We are crap to announce that at last the long promised new 
' scales of solicitors’ costs in bankruptcy matters have been signed 
by the late Lord Chancellor and President of the Board of Trade, 

_ and that they are on the eve of publication. They are to take 
_ effect on the 24th of October next. The first part relates to the 
petitioning debtor’s solicitor’s costs—({1) in summary cases under 

_ section 121; (2) in non-summary cases; (3) on consenting to 
_ receiving order on creditor’s petition; and (4) on filing a declara- 
tion of inability to pay. Under heads (1), (2), and (3) the fees 

| are according to a scale proportioned to the amount of the assets 
certified. As an illustration, we may mention that the fee in 
| Bon-summary cases for ‘‘ Instructions for Petition” ranges from 
£3 3s. where the assets are certified as not likely to realize £500, 
to £10 10s. where they are certified at from £7,500 to £10,000. 
| The sevond part relates to petitioning creditor’s solicitor’s bill of 
costs, and is divided into—(1) where the act of bankruptcy is 

_ non-compliance with a bankruptcy notice; (2) proceedings on 
_ petition; (3) costs for substituted service where the debtor keeps 
~ out of the way to avoid service; (4) where the debtor disputes the 
statements in the petition; and (5) where the debtor is required 
by the court to enter into a bond. Then follow headings as to 
* gam costs, taxation of petitioner’s costs, and other matters; and 
there are subsequently twenty ‘‘ general regulations” ; the first of 
which provides that “all costs, save as aforesaid, which shall be 
}Toperly incurred under the provisions of the Act or Rules, shall be 
allowed on the ‘‘ Lower Scale” in Appendix N. to the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, 1883. Other regulations provide that extra 
_ allowance for length of sitt‘ngs or other increased allowances not 


inconsistent with the scale, may be ye if 
is 


ordered and certified by the court at 
discussion of the new scale until it 
published. 


time. 
in a 





As we anticrpatep last week, the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 
1886, were signed by Lord Henscuett previously to his relin- 
quishing office. They are to come into operation on the lst of 
September next—that is to say, in the middle of the Long 
Vacation. The alterations of importance which they effect are 
not numerous, and their framers have wisely retained the same 
numbering for the new rules as is applied to the Rules of 
1884. Clauses ate added for carrying out the provisions 
of R. 8. C., 1883, LI., 3a, which renders an order for pay- 
ment into court of purchase-money of real estate unneces- 
sary, and a clause is inserted which permits the document 
which directs the payment in of the purchase-money to direct a 
‘* stop” to be placed on the money in favour of the purchaser. In 
the next rule, relating to the Payment Schedule, it is pro- 
vided that the name of a firm may be used, instead of the 
several names of the partners of the firm; and the addresses of 
persons to whom payments are to be made (if known at the time 
of preparing the schedule) are to be stated in the schedule, or, in 
case of payment to two or more persons jointly, the address of one 
of such persons. Another rule makes a very material alteration. 
Schedules, to be acted on by the paymaster, are to be transmitted 
by the registrar direct to the paymaster, instead of being handed 
to the solicitor to carry in, and it is also provided that the 
schedules so transmitted are to be the paymaster’s authority for 
giving effect to the several operations directed therein. Solicitors 
of even very limited experience will be able to anticipate the 
confusion and general inconvenience which are likely to arise from 
this change. In order further to increase the facilities for sending 
money by post, rule 48 is altered, and sums up to £1,000, 
payable to persons having a banking account in the United King- 
dom, may be sent by post by cheque not negotiable crossed to a 
bank to be named in the request. To rule 62, which relates to 
payments to be made to representatives of persons who die before 
payment, a clause is added which allows such payments, when 
the assets of the deceased do not exceed £100, to be made to the 
person who would be entitled to take out administration to his 
estate. 





Tue case of Newbould v. Smith (33 W. R. 690, L. R. 29 
Ch. D. 882; on appeal, 34 W. R. 690) is of considerable interest to 
mortgagees. Each of the Lords Justices (Corron, Luvprey, and 
Lores) expressed an opinion that payment of interest to a mort- 
gagee by a mortgagor who lad parted with the equity of redemp- 
tion did not prevent the Statute of Limitations from running in 
favour of the assignees of the equity of redemption. In Chinnery 
v. Hvans (11 H. L. C. 115), which was not cited in Newbould v. 
Smith, Lord Wesrsury, C., appears to have taken a distinction 
between payments made by a stranger and by the parties to the 
original contract. ‘Money paid by a stranger to the contract 
under which it was paid to the individual entitled to receive it, 
would not have the characteristics and legal quality of payment. . . . 





It is quite clear that the payment of money to the mortgagee by 
| the person liable to pay it, in respect of the interest on the mort- 
| gage, continues the mortgage in all its integrity and force with 
, respect to all the estates properly comprised in the mortgage, and 
| which had not been aliened or conveyed away by the mortgagee, 
‘or with his assent.” The second point decided in Newbould v. 
| Smith is of considerable practical importance—namely, that pay- 
ments of interest made to the mortgagee by a person who had 
been the solicitor of the m after he ceased to fill that 
character, were not sufficient to keep alive the debt. Hitherto it 
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has been considered that a mortgagee who receives his interest 
from the original mortgagor, or his solicitor, is safe; that the 
statute does not run against him. This is not now the case, and 
the mortgagee must ascertain, as best he can,. that the equity of 
redemption has not been parted with, and, if the payment is 
made by a solicitor, that he has the authority of the owners of 
the equity of redemption to make such payment. 





Reregenie 10 ovr recent remarks on the description ‘‘ gentle- 
man,” a correspondent says it may be interesting to compare the 
remarks of the judges in Re Horwood (anie, p. 638) with the de- 
cision arrived at in Smith v. Cheese (24 W. R. 368, L. R. 1 C. P. 
D. 60), where the attesting witness to a bill of sale under the Bills 
of Sale Act, 1854, was described in the affidavit required by that 
Act asa “gentleman.”” He had been a proctor’s managing clerk, 
but had ceased to be so for six years; since that time he had lived 
on an allowance from his mother, and had, on a few occasions, 
eollected debts, and written letters for other persons, and had drawn 
four bills of sale, but had no regular occupation. It was held 
that the description ‘‘ gentleman ” was sufficient. We may add to 
our“correspondent’s case another (Sutton v. Bath, 3 H. & N. 382), 
where a medical student, who had been apprenticed to a surgeon, and 
had taken some steps to set up a lodging-house, but had never 
practised or done anything to get a living for six months before his 
attestation of a bill of sale, was held to be sufficiently described as 
a “gentleman.” The observations of Luvprey, J., in his judg- 
ment in Smith v. Cheese are very much in point. He says that, 
for the purposes of the Bills of Sale Act, ‘‘ persons must be divided 
into those having some, and those having no, occupation. Ifa 

nm ie in the latter class, ‘ gentleman’ is not necessarily applic- 
able to him; but if he is in a class of life to which that term is 
usually applied, and if he has no occupation, it would te unjust to 
say that the description is not enough.”’ It may be added that, in 
the Irish case of Trousdale v. Sheppard (14 Ir. C. L. R. 370), it 
seems to have been suggested that ‘‘no occupation” was a more 
definite description than *‘ gentleman”; but it is difficult to see 
the ground for this notion. 





Tux case of Crawford v. Newton, decided by the Court of 
last week, settles a question of extremely frequent 
oceuyrence-—viz., what are the obligations, as regards painting and 
pepering, of a tenant under s covenant to keep premises 
in tengntable repair?” The decisions on the subject have not 
hitherto laid down any satisfactory rule. Monk v. Noyes (1 
C. & P. 265) seems to shew that, under a covenant by a tenant to 
‘‘ substantially repair, uphold and maintain ’’ a house, he is bound 
to re-paint the inside woodwork. On the other hand, in Scales v. 
Lawrence (2 F. & F. 289) it was held that under a covenant, as 
often as necessary, well and sufficiently to repair, uphold, sustain, 
paint, glaze, &c., ‘‘and keep and leave the premises in such repair, 
reasonable wear and tear excepted,” the tenant (having repaired 
actual dilapidations) was only bound to clean the old paint, and 
not to re-paint. The judgment delivered by the Master of the 
Rolls in the recent case puts the matier, as it appears to us, upon 
a satisfactory footing. He holds that covenants to repair refer 
only to the question of repair, and not to the question of orna- 
mentation. Decorative painting, not required for the preservation of 
the building, is not within the obligation of the covenant; the 
tenant is only bound to do so much painting as is necessary for 
the — of preventing woodwork from going to decay, or iron- 
work from corroding, or as may otherwise be needed for the purpose 
of preservation of the building. Papering, the learned judge is 
reported to have said, is of necessity mere ornamentation; but, of 
course, he did not mean that a lessee under a covenant to sub. 
stantially repair, or to keep the premises in tenantable repair, 
could never be required to do any papering. If he injures the 
papers which were on the walls when he entered he must surely 
make good the injury. Some of the principles on which the 
decision of the Court of Appeal is based were laid down half a 
century ago in the summing up of Tivpat, C.J., in Gutteridge v. 
Munyard (1 Moo. & R, at p. 336), “ Diminution in value, 
resulting from the natural of timé and the elements, 
falls on the landlord; but the tenant must take care that the 





premises do not suffer more damage than the operation of these 
causes would effect, and he is bound, by seasonable applications of 
labour, to keep the house as nearly as possible in the same condi. 
tion as when it was demised.” 





Tue question raised last week by a correspondent, as to the 
effect of terminable charges on the power of a tenant for life to 
sell under the Settled Land Act, is one of great importance, which 
we hope soon to discuss at some length. In the meantime we 
may point out (1) that the same difficulty arises in sales by trustees 
under express powers, unless, indeed, the power is framed so as to 
meet the case (see the form in Key & Elphinstone’s Comp. 619); 
(2) that whenever, on a sale either under the powers of the Settled 
Land Act or under an express power, enough land is sold to pro. 
duce such a sum as exceeds by one-tenth the sum which, when 
invested, will satisfy the terminable charge, the difficulty can be got 
over by a paymenf into court under the Conveyancing and Law of 
a, Act, 1881, s. 5; (8) that where only part of the 
land is to be sold, the difficulty can sometimes be got over by 
shifting the charge on to the unsold part, with the consent of the 
incumbrancer, under the Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 5, and (4) that 
some of the Acts under which the charges arise contain express 
ee authorizing the release or shifting of the charge so as to 
acilitate sales. 





Ir micut be supposed that by this time counsel would be well 
acquainted with the powers and duties of the Vacation Judges, but 
those who frequent the courts are accustomed to hear applications 
made, especially to the judges of the Chancery Division, to refer 
matters to the Vacation Judge, or to give leave to apply to that 
functionary. It ought to be known that the Vacation Judges are 
appointed to hear ‘‘all such applications as may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard.’”” Whatever can be brought; within 
that description is vacation business, but nothing else is such 
business, and the discretion of the Vacation Judges to hear or 
— to hear any given case is never interfered with by other 
judges. 





oo 
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THE CONSOLIDATED BANKRUPTCY 
RULES. 


In addition to the new scale of solicitors’ costs in bankruptcy 
proceedings, we believe that new bankruptcy rules and forms will 
shortly be published. The new scale of costs will be incorporated 
in the consolidated rules, which are to come into operation on the 
24th of October next. The consolidated rules will consist in part 
of rules altogether new, and in part of the rules at present in force, 
with various additions and amendments. 

The present rules, with the exception of a few general rules of 
later date, came into operation on the Ist of January, 1884. The 
general rules under the Bankruptcy Act are made under the powers 
given by section 127 of the Act, which empowers the Lord Chan- 
cellor from time to time, with the concurrence of the President of 
the Board of Trade, to make, revoke, and alter general rules for 
carrying into effect the objects of the Act. By the interpretation 
clause ‘‘ general rules” are to include forms. Besides this general 
power, other sections of the Act provide for the making of rules 
for carrying into effect the provisions of these particular sections. 
For instance, such special powers to make rules are to be found in 
section 97, which deals with the transfer of proceedings from 
court to court; or, again, in sub-section 11 of section 125, with 
regard to the administration of the estates of persons dying insol- 
vent. The new rules and forms will, it is believed, not come into 
force separately, but will be combined with the rules and forms 
which have been in operation since the Ist of January, 1884. Thus 
the rules and forms at present in force, with various amendments 
and additions, together with the new rules, and the new forms 
rendered necessary thereby, will form one consolidated set of rules 
and forms. The issue of the consolidated rules will, it is under- 
stood, be in a form similar to that of the rules under the Judica- 
ture Acts—viz., in the shape of Orders and Rules. This will 
give increased facility of reference, and will certainly prove 4 
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boon to all concerned in the administration of the Bankruptcy 
Act. 
The new rules dealing with Court Procedure are nine in number, 
and effect some important changes. Rules 16, 17, and 18 of the 
present rules are annulled, whilst the judge of the High Court to 
whom bankruptcy business is for the time being assigned is em- 
powered, at any time, for good cause, to order the proceedings in 
any matter under the Act to be transferred from a county court to 
the High Court, or from the High Court to a county court. Power 
is also given to the judge of any county court having jurisdiction 
in bankruptcy, either upon an ordinary resolution of the creditors 
or for other good cause shewn, to order the proceedings in any 
matter under the Act which have been commenced in his court to 
be transferred to another county court. When proceedings are so 
transferred, the official receiver of the court to which the proceed- 
ings are transferred will become the official receiver of the debtor’s 
estate in place of the official receiver of the court in which the 
proceedings were commenced. These rules also deal with the 
procedure in cases where bankruptcy proceedings have been com- 
menced in the wrong court, and with the case of bankruptcy 
business pending in a county court the bankruptcy jurisdiction of 
which has been transferred. 

Another important change is introduced by the new rules relating 
to commitment and arrest. It is generally admitted that the pro- 
cedure under rule 78 of the Rules of 1883 has not worked satis- 
factorily. Accordingly this rule is to be annulled and a new rule 
substituted for it, which will have the effect of rendering the 
practice similar to the ordinary practice in the High Court. A 
provision is also introduced to the effect that if a debtor or witness 
examined before a registrar refuses to answer questions put to him 
to the satisfaction of the registrar, the latter may report his refusal 
to the judge, and, upon that being done, the debtor will be liable 
to be dealt with in the same way as if the default had been made 
before the judge. The report of the registrar must be in writing, 
but not an affidavit, and must set forth the question put, and the 
answer given by the debtor or witness. Further, the registrar 
must, before the conclusion of the examination at which the 
default in answering was made, name the time when, and the place 
where, the default will be reported to the judge. The practical 
effect of this rule is apparently to give the registrar power to com- 
mit for contempt—a power which he does not at present possess. 

Further rules deal with costs generally, and with costs payable 
out of the estate. We shall have to discuss in detail the changes 
introduced by these rules on another occasion. Putting the matter 
generally, the new rules would appear to involve the repeal of 
numbers 104 and 105 of the present rules, and alterations in 
numbers 108 and 107. 

Changes are also made in the rules relating to bankruptcy 
petitions. For the future, a debtor presenting a petition, besides 
inserting therein his name and description and his address at the 
date of the presentation of the petition, must further describe 
himself as lately residing or carrying on business at the address or 
several addresses at which he has incurred debts and liabilities 
which, at the time of the petition, remain unpaid or unsatisfied. 
With regard, moreover, to the £5 deposit by the petitioner, rule 
128 is made more stringent by a provision to the effect that no 
petition shall be received unless the receipt of the official receiver 
for the deposit is produced. 

With regard to the application by the bankrupt for his dis- 
charge, the present rule 178 is to be annulled, and a new rule 
substituted for it, the effect of which will be that, instead of the 
official receiver forwarding notice of the application, and the 
registrar forwarding the notice of the order of discharge, both 
notices will be forwarded to the Board of Trade by the registrar. 
Provision is also made for the filing of the report of the official 
receiver, made under section 28 of the Act, seven days before the 
time fixed for hearing an application by a bankrupt for his dis- 
charge. A bankrupt will not be entitled to have any of the costs 
of his application for his discharge allowed out of the estate. It 
would apeees that these costs have not been allowed in the High 
Court, though they have sometimes been allowed in the county 
courts. 

We have only space now to notice the new rules with regard to 
summary administration in small bankruptcies. The general object 
of these rules is to save expense in the administration of small 
estates, Special provision for making such rules “ with the view 





of saving expense and simplifying ure” is contained in 
sub-section (3) of section 121 of the Act. In furtherance of this 
rsd gen numerous provisions are inserted in rule 199 in lieu of the 
7th paragraph of that rule. One of the principal changes made 


will be to do away with the second meeting for the purpose of 
confirming a proposed composition. 

With regard to the forms, some of them consist of the new 
forms which are rendered necessary by the new rules, and others 
of the forms now in use, some of which have been amended, . 
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CONCERNING THE FORM AND 
EXECUTION OF DEEDS. 
IT. 


Escrows.—Cases of inchoate and incomplete execution, as well 
as cases in which the deed, though retained by the maker of it, is 
yet completely and finally executed, so as to me immediately 
operative, must be distinguished from those in which the instru- 
ment, being delivered upon condition, is not operative as a deed 
until the condition is performed. Such an instrument is called an 
“escrow.” ‘* The maker of a deed,” says Lord Cranworth (Xenos 
v. Wickham, L. R. 2 H. L., at p. 323), “ may so deliver it as to 
suspend or qualify its binding effect. He may declare that it shal] 
have no effect until a certain time has arrived, or till some con- 
dition has been performed ; but when the time has arrived, or the 
condition has been performed, the delivery becomes absolute, and 
the maker of the deed is absolutely bound by it, whether he has 
parted with the possession or not. Until the specified time has 
arrived, or the condition has been performed, the instrument is not 
a deed—it is a mere escrow.” Evidence may be given that an 
instrument was intended to operate as an escrow, though nothing 
to that effect appears on the face of it (per Jervis, C.J., in Davis 
v. Jones, 17 C. B., at p. 634). Thus, in Murray v. Earl of Stair 
(2 B. & C. 82), a subscribing witness proved that at the time of 
the execution of the bond it was agreed that it should remain in 
his hands until the death of A. B. and until certain securities were 
given up; and the court held that it was a question for the jury 
whether the bond was delivered as a deed, to take effect from the 
moment of delivery, or was delivered upon the express condition 
that it was not to operate until the death of A. B. and the giving 
up of the securities. ‘It is true,” says Romilly, M.R. (Phillips 
v. Edwards, 33 Beav., at pp. 446, 447), ‘‘ that there are some cases 
in which a grantor executes a deed which is valid and binding on 
him, though he retains it in his own custody . . . but the 
deed has not been held to be valid in any case where the deed 
implies mutuality—that is, when some important act is to be done 
by or on the part of the person to whom it is to be delivered, such 
as the payment of purchase-money [see Walker v. Ware Railway 
Co., 35 Beav. 52, 58], or the execution of the counterpart. In all 
such cases the deed is executed as an escrow, and has no force or 
validity until the actual delivery of it to the person who has to 
perform the act in return.” 

In Sheppard’s Touchstone (p. 58) “two cautions” are given— 
viz., (1) that an apt and proper form of words must be used; the 
instrument must be expressly deliv: ‘as an escrow,” and not 
“as a deed”; and (2), that it must be delivered toa stranger, and 
not to the person who takes the benefit of it. But, as to the first 
point, the passage from Shep. Touch. has been cited and overruled 
in several cases. Thus, Murray v. Earl of Stair (2 B. & C, 82) 
shews that it is not essential that it should be expressly declared 
at the time of execution that the instrument is delivered “‘as an 
escrow.” Abbott, C.J., in directing the jury, said “it was 
not necessary that any express words should be used at the 
time. The conclusion was to be drawn from all the circum- 
stances. It obviated all question as to the intention of the party 
if, at the time of delivery, he expressly declared that he delivered 
it as an escrow; but that was not essential to make it an escrow.” 
It isa question of what the parties intended, and their intention 
may appear either by express declaration, or from the circum- 
stances (see per Williams, J., Kidner v. Keith, 15 C. B. N. &., at 

. 48). In Bowker v. Burdekin (11 M. & W. 128, 147), Parke, 
B, said that it was now settled that there need not be express, 
words, ‘‘ but you are to look at all the facts attending the execu. 
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tion, to all that took place at the time, and to the result of the 
transaction; and therefore, though it is in form an absolute 
delivery, if it can reasonably be inferred that it was delivered not 
to take effect as a deed till a certain condition was performed, it will 
nevertheless operate as an escrow. That is the result of Johnson 
v. Baker (4 B. & Ald. 440) and Murray v. Earl of Stair (2 B. & 
C. 82).” And Sugden, C., in Nash v. Flynn (1 Jo. & Lat. 162, 
175), held it to be “quite settled that it is not necessary, in 
delivering an instrument as an escrow, to say that it is delivered 
as an escrow,” and said he had always considered it as a clear point 
that if the instrument be delivered upon condition, that constitutes 
it an escrow. He added that, where it has been acted on by the 
parties as a deed, the court would be anxious to hold that the 
event upon which it was to become a deed had happened, and that 
it had ceased to be an escrow. 
Bowker v. Burdekin was followed in Gudgen v. Bessett (6 E. & 
B. 986), where a lessor signed, sealed, and delivered an indenture 
of lease, but it was agreed that the lessee should hold merely as 
tenant from year to year until he paid a sum of money for fixtures, 
and the lessor retained the deed in his own possession. There 
were no words qualifying the delivery, or expressly stating that 
the deed was to be an escrow. It was held that the circumstances 
‘warranted an inference in fact that there was an agreement that 
the instrument should not operate as a lease until the payment, 
and that, if there was such an agreement, it would not operate as 
a deed until then, although no express words of delivery as an 
escrow wereused. Wightman, J., said that Bowker v. Burdekin 
shewed that the question was, not what the words were, but what 
was the intention at thetime. Erle, J., said that, “though the 
lessor said, ‘I deliver this as my act and deed,’ yet the deed would 
not operate if it was at the time agreed between the parties that 
it should not operate.” It will be observed that in the last case 
the instrument was retained by the grantor ; but Lord Campbell, 
C.J., said that the formality of delivery to a third person as an 
escrow was not essential when it was intended to operate as such. 
With respect to the proposition in Shepp. Touch. (ubi supra), 
that the instrument must not be delivered to the party who is to 
take the benefit of the deed, it was said by Crompton, J., in Pym v. 
Campbell (6 E. & B., at p. 374), that, ‘‘ when there is a delivery, 
that estops the parties to the deed ; that is a technical reason why 
a deed cannot be delivered as an escrow to the other party.” It 
was held by the Court of Common Pleas, in Whyddon’s case 
(Cro. Eliz. 520), that the delivery cannot be averred to the party 
himself as an escrow. But in Hawkshead v. Gatchel (Cro. Eliz. 
835), in the Queen’s Bench, Gawdy, J., held that an instru- 
ment may be delivered to the party himself to take effect 
on a condition, if it be expressly delivered “as an escrow,” 
and not as a deed; and the other judges agreed. How- 
ever, in Williams v. Green (Cro. Eliz. 884) it was again held 
in the Common Pleas that the instrument cannot be delivered to 
the party himself as an escrow, ‘because then a bare averment 
without any writing would make void every deed.” And the pre- 
ponderance of authority seems to be against the doctrine of 
Hawkshead v. Gatchel, which is apparently referred to with dis- 
approval by Lord Coke in Thoroughgood’s case (9 Rep., at p. 137a), as 
Hawkston v. Catcher: see Blunden v. Wood (Cro. Jac. 85); Port 
v. Middleton (Styl. 251), and Vin. Abr. Fait (O.), where are 
cited Holford v. Parker (Hob. 246), and Perryman’s case (5 Rep. 
84). Ima modern case (Watkins v. Nash, 23 W. R. 647, L. R. 
20 Eq. 262), where a re-conveyance was delivered to the solicitor 
of the grantce, the solicitor stating in writing that it had been 
delivered as an escrow, it was objected that it ought to have been 
delivered to a stranger. But Hall, V.C., expressed an opinion that 
the rule laid down in the old books means that the delivery must 
be “‘ of a character negativing its being a delivery to the grantee, 
or to the party who is to have the benefit of the instrument. 
- « «+ Ifupon the whole transaction it be clear that the delivery 
was not intended to be a delivery to the grantee at that time, but 
that it was to be something different, then you must not give 
effect to the delivery as being a complete delivery, that not being 
the intent of the persons who executed the instrument.” Tis 
lordship held that there might be a delivery to a third party for 
the benefit of all parties (referring to Millership v. Brooke, 5H. & 
N. 797), and expressed an opinion that the document might be an 
escrow even though there was no particular person selected who, 


into whose hands it was delivered, if it were clear that there was 
not intended to be any delivery at all to the grantee, and that the 
instrument was intended to be incomplete as a transfer of the legal 
estate until the coaditions prescribed should have been performed. 
In Grugeon v. Gerrard (4 Y. & C. 119), A., being indebted to his 
bankers, executed a mortgage to them to secure the debt. After 
executing it, he delivered it to his own solicitor ‘‘ without any 
direction for treating it as an escrow, or anything to cut down or 
narrow the full legal effect of a delivery” (see per Maule, J., at 
p- 130). The solicitor retained it in his possession till A.’s bank. 
ruptey, about a month afterwards, and then delivered it to the 
mortgagees. This was held a good delivery by A. to the mort. 
ees. 

ie” Furness v. Meek (27 L. J. Ex. 34) it was held that though, 
“ generally speaking, the question whether a deed or agreement 
was delivered as an escrow is a question of fact for the jury, 
because it generally depends upon what passed at the time the 
document is alleged to have been delivered” (per Channell, B.), 
yet where the evidence is in writing, as where the contract, signed 
by one party (even after signature by the agent of the other), is 
sent enclosed in or accompanied by a letter explaining that it is 
only signed on condition of something being done—as, for example, 
execution of a counterpart—the construction of such evidence 
is for the judge. And it was held that such evidence was sufficient 
to shew that the contract was signed and sent only as an escrow. 

Hooper v. Ramsbottom (6 Taunt. 12, 1 Marsh. 414, 4 Campb. 
121) shews the effect of the execution of an instrument as an 
escrow with regard to the power of the grantor to deal with the 
property pending the fulfilment of the condition upon which it is 
to become operative as a deed. This case is stated in 4 Cru. Dig. 
30. 

When the condition is performed upon which the escrow is to 
operate as a deed, the instrument will be effectual, though the 
maker of it dies, or ceases to be sui juris, before the performance of 
the condition (see Perryman’s case, 5 Rep. 84b; Graham v. Gra- 
ham, 1 Ves. Jun., at p. 274; Coare v. Giblett, 4 East., at p. 94) ; 
so if a feme sole executes an escrow and marries before the condi- 
tion performed (Frosett v. Walshe, Bridgm. 49, 51). But if the 
party executing the escrow had not then capacity to bind himself 
by deed, the instrument will be ineffectual, though he become 
capable before the condition performed: see Shep. Touch. 59; 
Baker and Butler’s case (3 Rep. 35b). Mr. Preston (in his edition 
of Shep. Touch. 59) suggests that the escrow will not operate as a 
deed ipso facto on the performance of the condition, if by the 
terms of the original delivery the maker of the instrument required 
that it should be formally delivered as a deed on the performance 
of the condition—i.e., that he may deliver the instrument as an 
escrow ‘‘ to be his deed,” or ‘‘to be delivered as his deed,” on the 
performance of the condition. ; 

As to the time from which a deed, originally delivered as an 
escrow, is to be taken to operate, Mr. Preston (Shep. Touch. 59, 
and 3 Prest. Abst. 65) is of opinion that no estate passes until the 
second delivery (by which he seems to mean the point of time at 
which the instrument becomes a deed), and that it is only from 
necessity and for the purposes of title-that there is any relation, 
and not as to collateral acts. ; 

In the case of any written document evidence is admissible of a 
contemporaneous oral agreement suspending its operation. See, for 
example, Wallis v. Littell (11 C. B. N. 8. 369), where Erle, CJ., 
remarked that such an agreement “is inanalogy with the delivery 
of a deed as an escrow.” So, where one party executes a deed on 
the faith that it will be executed by others also, the instrument 
may be at law a complete deed, but in equity it may be a quasi- 
escrow, not taking effect unless the other parties execute it. In 
Cumberledge v. Lawson (1 C. B. N. 8. 709) it seems to have been 
held at law that, as a matter of pleading, the party ought to allege 
that he executed, not ‘‘ upon the faith that” the other would exe- 
cute, but upon condition that it should not be operative as a 
deed unless the other executed (see an example in Boioker v. Bur- 
dekin, 11 M. & W. 128). But the right to relief in equity is 
pointed out by Lord Eldon, C., in Underhill v. Horwood (10 Ves., 
at p. 225) thus: “I had a notion which, I think, was not cor- 
rect ; that where a man executes a bond meaning that it should be 
the joint bond of himself and another, and not his several bond, it 
would not be his several bond. But the cases gofurther. In such 
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had become so severally bound has a right to have that bond de- 
livered up.” In Evans v. Bremridge (2 K. & J. 174), where a 
deed was prepared in such a form as to shew that it was intended 
to be executed by two co-sureties, but it was, in fact, executed by 
one only, who filed a bill alleging that he had executed on the 
faith that his intended co-surety would also execute, it was held 
that the plaintiff was entitled in equity to be relieved from all 
liability. Wood, V.C., said that the deed was good and binding 
at law, because it was not delivered on condition. The decision 
was affirmed by the Lords Justices (8 De G. M. & G. 100). In 
Luke v. South Kensington Hotel Co., Jessel, M.R., remarked that 
‘it is well settled that, if two persons execute a deed on the faith 
that a third will do so, and that is known to the other parties 
to the deed, the deed does not bind in equity if the third party re- 
fuses to execute.” But the equity is ‘‘one which must be alleged 
and proved” in order to get rid of a legal liability (per James, 
LJ., Ex parte Harding, 12 Ch. D., at p. 564). The question 
frequently arises in cases of suretyship, and the equity “is founded 
on the sensible principle that a surety is entitled to have the 
original contract, intended by him and all parties, carried out.” 
(per Field, L.J., Beckett v. Addyman, L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 789; and see 
Ward v. National Bank of New Zealand, L. R. 8 App. Cas. 755). 

In arecent case (Hxchange Bank of Yarmouth v.Blethen, L. R. 10 
App. Cas. 293) the question was discussed how far an attempt by 
a qualified form of execution to restrain the full operation of a deed 
can be treated as a non-execution of it. The judgment distin- 
guishes Wilkinson v. Anglo-Californian Gold Mining Co. (18 
Q. B. 728, 21 L. J. Q. B. 327), which affirmed the ‘‘ undoubted 
principle of law ” that execution of a deed in part only [1.¢., ex- 
ans some provisions or clauses of it] is no execution in point of 

Ww: 

Reading the Deed.—Shep. Touch. {p. 56) says that the deed 
must be read if the party that is to seal it be blind or illiterate 
and desire to have it read. But if the party can read it for himself 
and does not, or, being blind or illiterate, does not desire to have it 
read, or its contents declared, then it is good, though it be con- 

to his mind. Manser’s case (2 Rep. 3a) is to the same 
effect. That reading is necessary only if required by a party, see 
also Thoroughgood’s case (2 Rep. 9); R. v. Longnor (4 B. & Ad. 
647); RB. v. Longman (1 N. & M. 576); and National Provincial 
Bank vy. Jackson (34 W. R. 597). 

Attestation is not essential to the validity of a deed as such 
(Co. Litt. 7a; 2 Rep. 5a; 1 Lev. 25); but it must not be sup- 
posed that in practice it can safely be omitted in any case; and to 
some instruments the law expressly requires attestation—e.., 
executions of powers (where the terms of the power prescribe it), 
warrants of attorney, cognovits, bills of sale, conveyances to 
charitable uses under the Mortmain Act, appointments of trustees 
for religious or educational purposes, deeds of fathers appointing 
guardians of their children, powers of attorney to transfer or 
receive dividends on colonial stock, and others, of which a list will 
be found in Taylor on Evidence (8th ed., ss. 1110, 1840). And 
the importance of the attestation clause in all deeds is increased by 
the practice laid down in many cases that, where the clause is in 
the usual form and the signature of the party is proved, the jury 
will be advised to presame sealing and delivery (see Tuylor on 
Evidence, 8th ed., s. 149, where many cases“are cited ; Sugd. Pow., 
8th ed., p. 232; Zvans v. Grey, 9 L. R Ir. 539; Re Sandi- 
lands, L. R. 6 C. P. 411; Xenos v. Wickham, L. R. 2 H. L., at p. 
820). In Wickham v. Marquis of Bath (L. R. 1 Eg. 17, 24) 
Romilly, M.R., defined attestation as meaning “that one or more 
persons are present at the time of execution for that ose, and 
that, as-evidence thereof, they sign the attestation clause stating 
such execution.” They must sign as witnesses, and for the purpose 
of attesting the execution. 

Acceptance.—The operation of a deed may be defeated by the 
conduct of the grantee or person taking a benefit under it. The 
law presumes the assent of the grantee (4 Cruise Dig. 9), and, 
therefore, unless and until he disclaims, the estate vests in him 
(Jbid,, 404; Shep. Touch. 284, 285; Butler and Baker’s case, 3 
Rep. 265; Townson v. Tickell, 3 B. & Ald. 31; Nicloson v. Words- 
worth, 2 Swanst. 365; Doe d. Chidgey v. Harris, 16 M. & W. 517). 
But this is on the assumption that the grantee accepts the de- 
ivery and accepts the benefit. It is otherwise when he, at the time 
and cap of delivery, repudiates the delivery and disclaims the bene- 
fit, fora man cannot, by act of the}parties, have an estate or right 


thrust upon him against his will (Xenos v. Wickham, 13 C. B. N.8., 
at p.391, per Willes, J.). As soon as there is evidence of disagree- 
ment the grant is void ab initio (Shep. Touch., by Preston, at p. 
285, citing Thompson v. Leach, 2 Ventr. 198, 3 Mod. 296). 

the case of an indenture, if the grantee executes it, he thereby 
accepts, and cannot afterwards disclaim (4 Cruise Dig. 404; Shep. 
Touch. 68, 70). In Xenos v. Wickham (14 ‘C. B. N. 8., at p. 
474; 11 W. R. 1067) Pollock, C.B., suggests a distinction 
in regard to commercial instruments—viz., that if such ap. instru- 
ment be executed by A., and afterwards tendered to B., then B. 
has a right to object to any of the terms, or to reject it altogether, 
and the delivery by A. is conditional on acceptance by B. And in 
the same case (L. R. 2 H. L., at p. 315) Willes, J., said he was not 
aware that the doctrine of presumed assent had ever been applied 
to the case of a mercantile contract, with something to be done on 
both sides—the presumption is out of place as applied to 2 con- 
tract with mutual obligations, which must be matter of bargain 
and must be incomplete as long as either mind may dissent. Lord 
Cranworth (Jbid., p. 324) said he knew of nothing intermediate 
between a deed and an escrow. 

In Siggers v. Evans (5 E. & B. 367) Lord Campbell, C.J., in 
delivering the judgment of the court, said (p. 381), ‘‘ It seems to 
have been adopted as a rule of law from the earliest times for the 
p s of conveyance that, as generally grants are for the 
benefit of the grantee, he may come in at any time and say, ‘I 
claim by the deed,’ if he has done nothing to shew a dissent ; but 
that he has the full power, if he has done no act to assent, to say 
that he declines, and will have nothing to do with the deed, if he 
is charged with any burthen arising from it, or does not choose to 
take under it.” And it was held in that case, upon a review of 
the authorities, that there is no distinction as to trust estates. 
The subjects of disclaimer by trustees, and its effect on the legal 
estate, are discussed in Lewin on Trusts, ch. XI., pp. 198, ef seg. 
(8th ed.). In Standing v. Bowring (L. R. 31 Ch. D. 282), where A. 
transferred stock into the names of himself and B., the question 
of how far acceptance by a grantee is necessary was discussed, and 
the authorities were reviewed. 
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Lord Halsbury took the oaths as Lord Chancellor in Court of 
Apreal No. 1 on Thursday last at eleven o’clock. The oaths were, 
as usual, dictated by the Clerk of the Crown, and administered by 
Lord Esher, as Master of the Rolls, in the presence of several of 
the Lords Justices and other judges, including all the judges of 
the Chancery Division. A large number of Queen’s Counsel and 
members of the outer bar were present on the occasion, and Sir 
Charles Russell, as the senior Queen’s Counsel present, moved 
that the oaths be recorded. 

The Birmingham Town Council, acting on the recommendation of the 
consulting architect, Mr. Waterhouse, have adopted a set of designs for 
the new law courts which it is proposed to erect in Corporation-street, 
Birmingham, at a cost of £78,000. 

On the 29th ult. counsel for the petitioner in Crawford v. Crawford 
applied to Sir James Hannen that the Queen’s 
costs of the shorthand notes of the first trial. 
plied with the application, remarking that these notes were absolutely 


necessary on the intervention trial. It was then agreed that the question 
of the payment by the Queen’s Proctor of the costs of the shorthand notes 


of the rervention trial should be referred to the registrar. 

An account has been pees, by order of - House See 
shewing the receipts and expenditure of bankru: proceed - 
ings Guten the Ser ended the 31st of March, 1886. From this account 
ita rs that the total receipts for the year from various sources amount 
to £198,103 14s. 11d., being an increase over the receipts of last year of 


£31,040 18s. 4d. The total ture amounts, for the year, to 
£173,171 1s., being an increase over that of the last year of £20,032. 


The United States Supreme Court, says the Albany Law Journal, are 
worse than ever in the lurch—hopelessly behind the calendar, and getiiog 
more behindhand every year. ‘“ What a ce,’” the Journal adds, 
‘*it is that Congress does not do —— to lift it out of this quagmire ! 


The matter is argument, the n ity is conceded. thing that 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


FEES TO COUNSEL’S CLERKS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,— Probably many practitioners, like ourselves, have felt 
considerable difficulty as to what course to take respecting the scale 
of fees payable to counsel's clerks, and we shall be obliged by your 
publishing the enclosed correspondence, which has taken place between 
our firm and the secretary of the Incorporated Law Society. We 
also send a copy of the circular issued by the council and referred to in 
the co mdence. E, Fiux & LEADBITTER, 

144, Leadenhall-street, E.C., Aug. 3. 


The following is the correspondence referred to:— 

144, Leadenhall-street, London, 8th June, 1886. 

E. W. Williamson, Esq., secretary, Incorporated 

Law Society. 
Dear Sir,— F 
CoUNSEL’s FEES. 

Since the receipt of the society’s circular we have adhered to the 
new scale of fees for counsel’s clerks, but it has involved us in numerous 
squabbles (one of which, with . —, Q.C., we referred to you). 

ithout discussing the necessity for the new regulation, we shall con- 
tinue to abide by it if we find that other firms are doing the same, but 
we do not care to fight this battle alone, and we shall be much obliged 
by your bringing this subject before the council and informing us 
what is being done by the firms represented on the council and by the 
profession generally. Enclosed we send a letter, this morning received 
from agency clients, which shows the style of thing now going on.— 
We remain, Dear Sir, yours truly, 

(Signed) 
The following is the letter enclosed :— 


E, Frux & LEADBITTER. 


7th June, 1886, 

Dear Sirs,— 

— Vv. —_—__ 

We have received a letter from Mr. —’s clerk, complaining 
that 12s. 6d. has been underpaid on these briefs, and that the loss 
falls on him. We do wish in any way (and we think you will under- 
stand us) to interfere with your judgment in these matters, but 
sooner than cause possible ill-feeling with barristers’ clerks on this 
circuit, we shall be much obliged if you will let Mr. —’s clerk 
have his 12s. 6d.— Yours truly, (Signed) — 

Messrs. E. Flux & Leadbitter. 


Incorporated Law Society, U.K., Chancery-lane, London, 
W.C., June 9th, 1886. 

Dear Sirs,—I beg to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 
8th inst. and its enclosure, which will be laid before the council.—I 
am, dear sirs, yours faithfully, 

(Signed) E. W. WILLIAMSON, secretary. 

Messrs. E. Flux & Leadbitter, 144, Leadenhall-street, E.C. 


Incorporated Law Society, U.K., Chancery-lane, London, 
W.C., June 16th, 1886. 

Dear Sirs,—I am directed by the council to inform you that they 
have considered your communication with reference to counsel’s clerks’ 
fees, andI am desired to say that they see no reason for departing 
from the view already communicated by them to the profession. I 
am to add that they do not feel at liberty to institute inquiries as to 
how far the rule in question is adhered to by individual firms or mem- 
bers of the profession.— Yours faithfully, 

(Signed) E. W. WILLIAMSON, secretary. 

Messrs, Flux & Leadbitter. 


144, Leadenhall-street, London, 21st June, 1886, 

E. W. Williamson, Esq., secretary of the Incorporated 

Law Society. 

Dear Sir,— 

CounsEL’s CLERKS’ Fx. 

We beg to thank you for your letter of the 16th inst., as to the new 
scale of counsel’s clerks’ fees, but we regret to add that we consider 
your letter extremely unsatisfactory. 

Without instituting inquiries amongst the profession generally, it 
would be easy for the members of the council assembled to say what 
is the practice of their own firms. If the officers are half-hearted 
you cannot expect much zeal from the rank and file, and if we receive 
no more satisfactory reply we fear we shall not, in future, attach 
much importance to circulars issued by the council. 

We shall be obliged by your laying this letter before the council, 
and, we remain, Dear Sir, yours truly, 

(Signed) KE, Fiux & LEADBITTER. 
144, Leadenhall-street, London, 20th July, 1886. 
E. W. Williamson, Esq., secretary, Incorporated 
Law Society. 
Dear Sir,—Not having been favoured with a reply to our letter to 





you of the 21st ult., we suppose we must consider the correspondence 
closed. We shall now have to consider for ourselves which scale to 
adopt in future, and, unless you point out some objection to our doing 
so, we purpose sending the correspondence for publication, as we con- 
sider this subject is one of interest to the profession generally,—We 
remain, Dear Sir, yours truly, EK. Fiux & LEADBITTER, 


Incorporated Law Society, U.K., Chancery-lane, London, 
W.C., July 23, 1886. 

Dear Sirs,—I have your letter of the 20th inst. 

In reply thereto I beg to inform you that the council arein commu- 
nication with the Bar Committee on the subject of counsel’s clerks’ 
fees, —I am, Dear Sirs, yours faithfully, 

E. W. WILLIAMSON, secretary. 

Messrs. E. Flux & Leadbitter, 144, Leadenhall-street, B.S. 


‘ The following is the circular referred to in the above correspon- 
ence :— 
(Copy Notice. ) 

At a meeting of the council held November 23, 1883, 

Resolved— 

That, it having come to the knowleége of the council that the clerks 
of some leading counsel are endeavouring to revive the old scale of 
clerks fees, the council think it right to inform the members of the 
society that in their view the scale of clerks’ fees appointed by the 
new rules should be strictly adhered to. 

With reference also to the fees payable to counsel as refreshers, the 
council recommend that members of the society should insist on these 
fees being limited to those allowed on taxation in all cases in which 
counsel or their clerks do not intimate to the solicitor before 
accepting the brief that a larger, and if so what, fee will be 
expected, 





PAYMENT OF JURY FEES, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—We observe a note in your issue for the 24th ult. 
relative to the statement in the Times. (Mr. Justice Field’s remarks) 
as to the non-payment of the fees to the jury by the plaintiff's 
solicitors in a case therein referred to, and concerning which you put 
the following query : —‘‘ The statement is obviously imperfect ; there 
must surely have been some demur on the part of the solicitor to 
payment of the fees to the jury ?” 

We offer you the following explanation :— 

We acted for the defendant, and were present in court when the 
jury stopped the case on hearing our client’s first witness, stating 
that they had made up their minds in his favour. Mr. Justice Field 
remarked that the action ought never to have been brought. 

The associate thereupon handed the clerk to the plaintiff’s solicitors 
a list of the court and jury fees to be paid by him, and, as he was un- 
prepared with the amount, a communication was made to his lordship, 
who thereupon ordered the plaintif’s solicitors’ clerk to stand forward, 
and addressed him in the words quoted by you. 

We were informed by the associate, when we obtained the record and 
judgment in favour of our client, that the fees were paid later in the 
day. GREENFIELD & ABBOTT 
(Defendants’ Solicitors). 
37, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., August 4. 





SOLICITORS’ BOOK-KEEPING. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I shall be much obliged if you or any of your readers 
would give me the name of a manual on a system of book-keeping 
suited to the requirements of a courty court advocate. JUNIOR. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


TRIALS OF CHANCERY CAUSES AT LIVERPOOL AND 
MANCHESTER, ° 


RULES OF THE SUPREME CoURT. 
New Rule. 


O. XXXVI. 22a. is hereby annulled, and the following rule shall 
be substituted therefor : ; , 

22a. If, on the 1st of June and the 1st of December respectively in 
any year, it shall appear that ten or more witness causes by 
Principal Act assigned to the Chancery Division, proceeding in the 
District Registries of Liverpool and Manchester, or either of them, 
have been set down for trial in those Registries, special sittings for 
the trial of such causes, commencing as soon after those dates 
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pectively as conveniently may be, shall be held at Liverpool and 
Seedbasher, for the trial or the causes set down for trial at such 
respectively, before one of the judges of the High Court, 
(aooording to such arrangements as may be from time to time 
etermined amongst themselves): Provided that, in any case where 
at the time aforesaid it shall appear that the number of such causes is 
less than ten, no special sittings shall take place for that occasion, but 
the causes shall, subject to any application which may be made to 
change the place of trial, be included in the list of trials for the next 
ensuing assizes at Liverpool and Manchester, as the case may be: 
Provided also that, if it shall appear to the judge holding any such 
special sittings, that atiy cause appearing in the list for trial thereat 
has no local connexion with the County Palatine of Lancaster, he 
may order the same to be struck out, and gre such directions as he 
may think fit as to the trial thereof in the High Court. 





RIOT (DAMAGES) ACT, 1886. 
Reautations as TO CLatms FOR COMPENSATION. 


In pursuance of the above-mentioned Act, I, the Right Honourable 
Hugh Oulling Eardley Childers, one of Her Majesty’s Principal Secretaries 
of State, make the following regulations :— 

1. All claims for compensation under the Act shall be made in writing, 
and shall be delivered as under :— 

When the matter in respect of which the claim is made arises in— 

The City of London and the liberties thereof, to the Town Clerk of 
London. 

The Metropolitan Police District, to the Receiver for the Metropolitan 
Police District. 

Any county, riding, parts, division, or liberty of a county maintaining a 

ite police force, to the clerk of the peace. 

A borough maintaining a separate police force, to the town clerk. 

Any town, not being a borough, and maintaining a separate police force 
under any local Act of Parliament, to the clerk to the commissioners or 
other authority under the local Act. 

The river Tyne, within the limits of the Acts relating to the Tyne Im- 
provement Commissioners, to the secretary to the commissioners. 

. 2, All claims shall be so delivered (a) if in respect of any such injury, 
stealing, or destruction as took place in the interval between the passing 
of the said Act and the publications of these regulations in the London 
Gazette, within fourteen clear days after such publication ; (b) if in respect 
of any such injury, stealing, or destruction as takes place subsequent 
to such publication, then within fourteen clear days after the day when 
such injury, stealing, or destruction took place. 

Provided that with respect to any claim in either of the above cases (a) 
and (4) the — authority, on application to be made before the expira- 
tion of the fourteen days, may, for special cause shewn, enlarge the period 
of fourteen days to twenty-one days, and in the event of such application 
being refused the applicant may, within seven days after such refusal, 
appeal to the Secre of State, and his decision shall be conclusive as 
to whether the claim shall be received. 

3. All cleims shall be on forms prepared for the purpose and obtainable 
from any of the publishing firms whose names are printed at the end of 
these regulations. 

4. The claim shall specify the name and address of the claimant, the 
day and hour on which the injury, ee or destruction took place; 
and as to the premises, whether they are a house, shop, or building, and 
where they are situated, and the nature of the claimant’s interest therein. 

5. The claim shall state separately the sums claimed for—(a) destruction 
of —, (6) injury to premises (including injury to windows, fittings, 
or fixtures thereof) ; (c) injury to other property in or on the premises ; 
(@) theft or destruction of other property in or on the premises; distin- 
guishing, as regards (c) and (d), property belonging to the claimant from 
Property belonging to others in his care. 

6. Where the claim is in respect of injury done either to premises or to 
property therein, it shall state shortly the nature of the injury; if the 
injury has been repaired it shall state the cost of the re and be 
accompanied by the* bill for such repairs; if the injury not been 
repaired, but is repairable, then the claim shall contain a cation of 
— required and an estimate by a competent person of their cost. 

- Where the claim is in respect of pro in or upon premises, 
whether such property has been injured, stolen, or destroyed, it shall, 
when practicable (except in the case of articles of the same nature and of 
small value, aud except where the cost of repairs only is claimed), specify 
each article separately, and the sum claimed for it or for the injury 
thereto; and, when practicable, the claimant shall send with his claim 
— or copies of vouchers for the sums paid by him for the prop- 

y. 

8. In all cases the claim shall state generally the evidence which the 

t is prepated to offer in support of it, and the place where such 
documents as he proposes to put in evidence may be inspected; and 
whether the claimant has received or may receive, or is entitled to, any 
compensation from any (and, if so, what) source for any loss included in 
his claim, and the amount of such compensation. 

%, The claimant shall verify the claim by himself making such a 
statutory declaration, and by procuring and furnishing to the police 
authority such statutory declarations of other persons as the police 
authority may require; and he shall produce to the police authority and 
to any person nominated by that authority all such Sonmide under his 
control as are needed to support his claim, and shall deliver to the police 
authority eopies thereof or extracts therefrom as may be required, and 








shall give to the police authority, or any person nominated by that 
authority access to the premises and produce the property for injury to 


wie. The li ~ thori make rate awards as regards property 
10. The police au ity may a as 
of the claimant and property not bel to him. 

When an award includes compensation for in the care of, but 


not belonging to, the claimant, it may provide that, r to payment, 
either the cr hands shall produce receipts from the Ft for the sums 
payable to them or their authority to to receive the same, or that the 
claimant or some other persons to be approved by the police authority, 
shall enter into a bond a undertaking with the police authority 
in such sum as the @ Se ee eee 
owners of such property of the sums due to them. en an award 
includes compensation for stolen property, it may for a similiar 
bond or unde: for securing either repayment to the police authority 
of the whole or such part as the police authority may determine of the 
compensation for such stolen property as may be subsequently 
recovered, or the ee ee so recovered to the police 
authority to be realized by them for the benefit of the police rate. 

11. No costs will be allowed to any claimant. 

12. The above shall, with the necessary variations, apply :— 
(a) In the case of the plundering, damage, or destruction, of mm tye 4 or 
— yy sy oe ae sea ton ; water, or 
of any port of the cargo or apparel of su p or y persons 
riotously and tumultuously assembled together ; and (4) In the case of the 
injury or destruction, by persons riotously and tumultnously assembled 
together, of any machinery (whether fixed or movable) P for or 
employed in any manufacture or culture, or any ereof, or of 
any erection or fixture about or belonging to such machinery, or of any 
steam-engine or other e e for sinking, » OF WO! any mine 
or quarry, or of any staith or erection used in conducting the busin of 
any mine or quarry, or of any bridge, wagon, way, or truck for conveying 
minerats or other product from any mine or quarry. 

Whitehall, July 28. Hveu ©. E. Curtpers. 

[London Gazette, August 3.] 


PROBATE AND DIVORCE REGISTRIES. 
Norrcz.—Vacatton, 1886. 


Taxation of Costs.—The Registrars of the Probate and Divorce Registries 
of Her Majesty’s High Court of Justice will not tax any bill of costs or 
proceed upon any petition for alimony after Thursday, 12th of August 
until Monday the 25th of October, except under ape circumstances to 
be stated in a written application addressed to them. 

Summonses.—On Wednesday, 18th of August, and on every ne | 
Wednesday until the 20th of October inclusive, one of the registrars w: 
sit at the Principal Probate Registry, Somerset louse, to hear summonses 
at half-past 11 o’clock. 

Motions.—On Wednesday, 18th of August, Ist, 15th, and 29th of Sep- 
tember, and 13th and 20th of October, one of the registrars will sit at the 
yee ard Probate Registry, Somerset House, to hear motions at half-past 

°’ 5 

All papers for motions are to be left with the clerk of the F inves or the 
— clerk of the Divorce Registry, before 2 o’clock on the preceding 

aturday. 

Office Hours. On and after 13th of A t and until 23rd of October 
inclusive, the offices ofthe Probate and Divorce Registries of the High 
Court of Justice will be open to the public on Saturdays at 10 o’clock a.m.; 
and closed at 2 o’clock p.m., and on every other day of the week these 
offices will be opened at 11 o’clock a.m., and closed at 3 o’clock p.m. 

Department for Literary Inquiry.—On and after the 9th of August and 
—s the 18th of September inclusive, this department will be entirely 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 
JAMES ». PARRY—O. A. No. 2, 2nd August. 


TrapE-Mark—REGIsTRATION—PricToRIAL REPRESENTATION OF ARTICLE— 
Trapg-Marxs Reoisrration Act, 1875, s. 10. 


This was an ap from the decision of Pearson, J. (ante, p. 155, L, R. 
31 Ch. nln a a La wngatt Mom Be seer ich aiatealen tie 
vious decision country— Ww. er a picture represen’ e 
Erticle to which the tradeemark is applied is the proper subject of a trade- 
mark, and can Se oe tiffs some years ago 
designed a new shape for blacklead blocks—viz., a short cylinder, rounded 
or “domed” at one end. The name of “‘ dome” or “‘ dome-shaped” was 
applied to blacklead of the plaintiff’s manufacture, and they registered 
this shape as a design in 1861, under an Act then in force, which has since 
been repealed. In 1877 they registered the trade-mark which was the 
subject of this action. It consisted simply of a representation in black of 
the shape in which their article was hee up. The action was brought to 
restrain the defendants from infringing the plaintiffs’ trade-mark. The 
defendants moved to have the plaintiffs’ design removed from the 
register of trade-marks, on the d that it was not the proper subject of 
a,trade-mark. Pearson, J., held that a pictorial representation of the actual 
article to which a mark is applied is not the proper subject of a trade- 
mark, and he ordered the plaintiff's mark to be removed from the register. 
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In so deciding he followed some American decisions on the Act in force in 
that country. Since the hearing the defendants had ceased to manu- 
facture blacklead, and had discontinued the use of the mark in question, 
so that the injunction had become immaterial to the plaintiffs; but the 
plaintiffs appealed from the decision so far as it ordered the registration of 
their trade-mark to be vacated. The defendants did not appear. The 
Court of Appeal (Corron, Linpizy, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) reversed the 
decision. Corron, L.J., said that the only question was whether the 
dome could be registered as a trade-mark. e plaintiffs could not claim 
any monopoly in the shape. But the registration of the mark did not 
purport to give them any such monopoly. They claimed a right to use 
the deme as their trade-mark, in whatever shape they might sell their 
blacklead. In his a pen opinion there was nothing to prevent the 
dome being registered under the Act asa trade-mark. The Act of 1875 
required (section 10) that a trade-mark should consist of (inter alia) ‘‘a 
distinctive device, mark, heading, label, or ticket.’’ Was this dome a 
‘“‘mark’’?? It certainly was. Was it distinctive? His lordship thought 
it was, and that it would be so even if the plaintiffs sold their blacklead in 
a different shape. Pearson, J., had treated the case as an attempt to 
register a picture of the article which was sold. But it was not really 
that. It was true that the plaintiffs sold their blacklead in the shape of a 
dome. But they impressed the mark on the article as their trade-mark, 
and, in his lordship’s opinion, the dome could be registered as a trade- 
mark. He thought that the American cases were not authorities upon the 
point raised in the present case. Linpizy, L.J., ssid that the evidence 
proved that the dome was a distinctive mark. Why, then, should not the 
plaintiffs place it upon the article which they sold? If they chose to sell 
their blacklead in the shape of a cube or a _ why should they not 
mark it withadome? His lordship was unable to adopt the view of the 
American judges as applied to the English statute. Lorzs, L.J., said that 
by a “‘ distinctive mark’’ he understood a mark as to which, in case of an 
alleged infringement, it would be clear what that infringement was, and 
a mark distinct from all other marks used in the sume class of trade. It 
could not be disputed that the ‘‘dome’’ would be a “‘ distinctive mark ”’ 
if the plaintiffs sold the article in the shape of a square. Why was it the 
less a ‘‘ distinctive mark ’’ because the article was sold in the shape of a 
dome? The American cases were of very little value without seeing the 
American Act upon which they were decided.—Counsgt, Sir R. Webster, 
Q.0., Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Carpmael. Soxicrrons, Wilson, Bristows, § 
Carpmael. 


Re WHITELEY, WHITELEY v. LEAROYD—C. A. No. 2, 31st July. 


Trustre—Breacuh or Trust—Power To Invest on Rear Securttres— 
InvEsTMENT oN MortGacz or FRreHoLtp Prorerty EMPLOYED IN 
Trave. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Bacon, V.C. (ante, p. 337, 34 W. R. 
450, L. R.32 Ch. D. 196). The question was as te the liability of trustees for 
trust a had been lost by its investment on insufficient security. 


The defendants were trustees under a will of a sum of £5,000, the will 
giving them power to invest in “‘ real securities’? in England and Wales. 
ey invested £3,000 on a mortgage of freehold brickworks. Before taking P 


the mortgage they had a valuation made, and their valuer pronounced the 
apes to be good security for £3,500, without projected improvements. 
e value of the property was estimated as a going concern. The mort- 
gem afterwards became bankrupt, and the security proved insufficient. 
he trustees invested the other £2,0C0 on the security of four freehold 
houses. They employed a surveyor to inspect the property, and on his 
report that it was sufficient they advanced the money. This security 
also proved insufficient. Bacon, V.C., held that the trustees were 
liable in respect of the mortgage of the brickfield, but not in respect 
of the mortgage of the houses. The Court of Appeal (Corron, Linpiey, 
and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision on both points. Corron, L.J., 
said that he thought the brickfield was a real security. It was true the 
value of the land depended on the trade and machinery and plant; but 
land was real security, and did not become less real security because there 
were buildings upon it, or because the buildings and plant upon it were 
used for the purpose of trade. Butit did not follow that the trustees were 
free from liability ; there were other things to be considered. It was to 
be considered what was the liability of trustees having regard to the rules 
laid down by the court. It was the duty of the trustees to take such care 
in the matters of the trust as a reasonable and prudent man would take, 
not only in reference to the interests of the tenant for life, but also of 
those who were to follow. They were bound to invest in such a way as to 
produce a reasonable income, having regard to the interests of those to come 
after. In his — opinion a trustee was not bound to have special 
knowledge. He was bound to consult those who had such knowledge on a 
question of value, but he did not accede to the argument that trustees 
must be acquitted of liability if they had not special knowledge. He was not 
inclined to deal harshly with a trustee, but he must treat him as a man of 
crdinary intelligence. In this case a surveyor was consulted—and he 
must presume a competent surveyor—and he advised that a sum of £3,500 
could be safely advanced on gece. A —_ margin was to be 
taken the property was a brickfield. So far the circumstances 
were in favour of the trustees. But that was not all. The property was 
very small—ten acres. mA ese man ought to have had regard to that, 
though the mortgage produced a larger interest than it usually would 
have done. If the trustees had looked at the details of the valuation, they 
would have seen that the valuer put the land as worth £2,000, the 
buildings at £2,400, and the plant at £2,600. His lordship was of opinion 
that a prudent man, looking at these respective amounts, would not have 
advanced so large a sum on that security. Looking at the nature of the 


business, he did not say it was particularly hazardous, but it was one that 


——S 
made it likely that in case of a forced sale the value as a going concern 
could not be realized. The buildings and plant could not be used for any 
other purpose. He therefore came to the conclusion on this head that the 
trustees were liable. With re to the mortgage on the houses, he 
thought that the trustees, having obtained a valuation of a competent 
valuer, there was nothing to shew them that the value was not correct, 
and they were not liable. Liuvp.ey, L.J., said the principle applicable to 
cases of this description was stated by Jessel, M.R., in Speight v. Gaunt 
(L. R. 22 Ch. D. 739), that a trustee ought to conduct the business of the 
trust in the same manner that an ordinary prudent man of business would 
conduct his own, and that beyond that there was no liability or obligation 
on a trustee. His lordship accepted that principle, but in applying it 
care must be taken not to lose of the fact that the business of a 
trustee, and the business which the ordinary prudent man was supposed 
to be conducting for himself, was the business of investing money for the 
benefit of persons who were to enjoy it at some future time, and not for 
the sole benefit of the person entitled to the present income. The duty of 
a trustee was not to take such care only as a prudent man would take if 
he had only himself to consider, but as if he were investing for the benefit 
of other people for whom he felt morally bound to provide. Here the 
trustees xm 4 bond fide. They obtained advice. It was contended that 
that absolved them from liabiJity. But that contention went too far. If 
it were to prevail the court would, in effect, decide that trustees could 
delegate their trust to any competent persons, and so terminate their 
own responsibility. That they could not do. They might and must seek 
advice on matters which they did not themselves understand, but in acti 
on that advice they must. act with that prudence which he had endeavo 
to describe. Lorzs, L.J., said that the duty of a trustee in investing the 
money of his cestui que trust might be thus defined:—He must choose 
those investments only which were within the terms of his trust. In 
selecting investments within the terms of his trust he must use the care 
and caution which an ordinary prudent man of business, regardful of the 
pecuniary interests in the future of those having claims upon him, would 
exercise in the management of his own property. So much, he thought, 
would be required of a trustee ; it would be unreasonable to require more.— 
Cocnset, Marten, Q.C., and Seward Brice; Hemming, Q.0., and W. Baker, 
Soricrrors, Jackson § Evans ; Mackenzie § Rhodes. 


Re HOBSON, WALKER v. APPACH—C. A. No. 2, 29th July. 


Tenant FoR Lirzk AND REMAINDERMAN—REVERSIONARY INTEREST—SALE— 
CapITAL AND IncoME—APPORTIONMENT. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Kay, J. (ante, p. 28). The 
question raised was as to the proper mode of apportioning, as between 
tenant for life and remainderman, the proceeds of the sale of a contingent 
reversionary interest. A testator had, by his will, bequeathed his 
residuary personal estate to trustees, upon trust to pay his debts and 
legacies, and to invest the residue, and to pay the income to E. H. for 
her life, and after her death upon trust for other persons. The residue 
consisted in part of a contingent reversionary interest in certain sums of 
money. For some years after the testator’s death this interest was 
ractically of no value, but it afterwards became indefeasible, except for 
the possibility of children by a lady who was tt the age of child-bear- 
ing. The interest was about to be sold, and the parties interested asked 
the court to declare how the poy of sale ought to be apportioned 
between the tenant for lifé and the remaindermen. Kay, J., held that 
Beavan v. Beavan (L. R. 24 Ch. D. 649n), and Re Earl of Chesterfield’s 
Trusts (L. R. 24 Ch. D. 643) applied, and he made a declaration that the 
surplus of the proceeds of sale (after payment of costs) ought to be 
apportioned between capital and income by ascertaining what sum, put 
out at interest at the rate of four per cent. per annum on the day of the 
testator’s death, and accumulated at compound interest at that rate, with 
yearly rests, and deducting income tax, would, with the accumulations, 
have produced at the date of apportionment the amount of such surplus, 
and by attributing that sum to capital, and all the rest of the surplus to 
income. The reversioner appealed, and a ag aye ogy was afterwards 
arranged, and an order was by consent made by the Court of Appeal 
(Corron, Linpiey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) to the following effect :—The trus- 
tees of the will to raise a sum of £28,000 out of some stock forming part 
of the testator’s residuary estate, and to pay that sum tu the tenant for 
life. In addition to, and contemporaneously with that payment, the 
trustees out of the residue of the stock, were to purchase a Government 
annuity of £1,050 in the name, on the life, and for the benefit of the 
tenant for life. The sum of £28,000 and the annuity were to be accepted 
by the tenant for life in lieu of, and in satisfaction for, her life estate 
under the will in the reversi interest, and also in lieu of, and satis- 
faction for, the income to arise —¢ the remainder of her life from the 
portion of the residuary estate ys in payment of the £28,000 and in 
the purchase of the annuity. e trustees, instead of selling the rever- 
sionary interest, were to retain it until it should fall into possession, and 
to hold any moneys which should be received by th®m in respect of the 
reversionary interest, as and when it should fall into on, upon the 
trusts declared by the will yp nena | the testator’s resid estate, 
subsequent to the trusts in favour of the tenant for life.— Counszl, 
Pearson, Q.C., and F. L. Wright; Robinson, Q.C., and W. C. Druce; 
Byrne ; Hastings, Q.0., and Farwell. Soxicrrorns, M. 7. Hodding ; Druces 
§ Attlee ; Sandilands, Humphrey, § Armstrong ; Soames § Thompson. 


CRAWFORD AND OTHERS v. NEWTON—C. A. No. 1, 29th July. 
Covenant To Reparr—“ TenanTABLe Reparr ’’—InrTeRNaL PatntTInG AND 
ParERinc. 

On the 29th of October, 1867, Bond, by an agreement for a 
| became tezant to Croft of @ certain house for a term of five whe 
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there was a provision that ‘‘the lessee should keep the inside of the 
buildings in tenantable repair, and so deliver them up at the end of the 
term.”? The tevancy was continued beyond the five years asa tenancy 
from year to year on the terms contained in the agreement until 1884, 
when the tenant gave up the house. The plaintiffs are the executors of 
Croft, the landlord, and the defendant is the executrix of Bond, the 
tenant. The plaintiffs sued for damages for breach of the provision to 
deliver up the buildings in tenantable repair. It appeared that the tenant 
had not painted or papered the house during the tenancy, and certain 

of the woodwork were worn away or decayed, and holes were left in 
the walls where the tenant’s fixtures had ben removed. Mr. Justice 
Cave, before whom the case was tried, held that the tenant was not 
bound to paper or paint or to put the house into decorative repair, but 
allowed the plaintiffs £20 for structural repairs, such as replacing the 
decayed wootwesk and repairing the holes in the wall, and also for an 
extra coat of paint rendered geey He one portion of the house where 
the woodwork had decayed. From judgment the plaintiffs appealed, 
and contended that, under the words ‘‘ tenantable repair,’’ the tenant was 
bound to deliver up the house in such a reasonable state of repair both as 
to paper and paint and otherwise that a new tenant could take it. Lord 
Esuer, M.R., said that the case was fought by the plaintiffs at the trial 
on the ground that they were entitled to have the house papered and 


ted so that it should be in the same condition as when the tenant | the will 


Po it, and that the damages ought to be assessed on that footing. The 
learned judge came to the conclusion that the plaintiffs were not entitled 
to that extent. He decided that where any waste had been committed they 
would be entitled to compensation for that. As to dee ome he said 
that some paint might be necessary to prevent the work from going 
to decay, and he held the tenant bound to paint to that extent; but 
beyond that he held that the tenant was not bound to t, as that 
would be decorative painting, and ‘‘repair” had no to say to 
decoration. The question was whether the learned judge was bound to 
go further and hold that the tenant ~— to have painted and papered 
where painting and pagering had been done before. It was unnecessary 
to determine the exact meaning of the provision as to ‘‘ tenantable repair,” 
though peep it would be very desirable to doso. But, at any rate, 
one might say that it only referred to the question of repair and not to 
the question of ornamentation. It was cient to decide this case to 
say that decorative painting, which was not wanted for the preservation of 
the building but for ornamentation, could not come wit the terms of 
this provision or covenant. The same remark applied to papering, 
which of necessity was mere ornamentation. So out sa; wha' 
“tenantable repair’’ was, it was sufficient to say that —s and 
papering, beyond what was necessary to keep the house in repair, not 
come within its terms. The judgment was therefore right. Bowzn and 
Fey, L.JJ., concurred. Counszet, Forbes, Q.C., and W. Wills; Gains- 
ford Bruce, Q.0., and C. M. Atkinson.— Times. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


ARNOLD v. ROBINSON—Ohitty, J., 2nd August. 
ee aa ervinc Lipgrty To ATTEND— 
OSTS. 

This was an action for the administration of the estate of a deceased 
testator. One of the beneficiaries under the will, not made a party to the 
action, obtained an order for liberty to attend So at his own 
expense. The action being now heard on further consideration, the 
beneficiary asked for his costs of wag tery bong proceedings in chambers, 
on the ground that such attendance had of considerable benefit to 
the estate. Currry, J., said that the general rule was that such orders 
were taken out at the expense of the applicant, and that, even assuming 
that, in the present case, the applicant’s attendance had been beneficial, 
there was nothing which justified the courtin giving him his costs, 
lor such costs should not be allowed except in extreme cases.—CounszL, 
Romer, Q.C. ; Macnaghten, Q.C., and Nalder ; Fischer, Q.C., and Beaumont. 
Souicrrors, Collyer, Bristowe, § Co. 


Ez parte PARSON, &c., OF ST. ALPHAGE’S—Chitty, J., 31st July. 
Lanps Onavses Act, 1845, s. 69—Lanps Taken py Ratuway Oomrany— 
PAYMENT OUT. 

This was a | a by the churchwardens, and parishioners of 
the parish of St. Alphage, in the City of London, for payment out to 
them of a sum of £514 paid into court by the Cooaniagionses of Sewers 
as the purchase-money of land taken by them bel g to the peti- 
tioners. It appeared that the petitioners had pro to spend a sum 
of £1,000 in re-building the north porch of the parish church, and th 
— that payment of the £514 should be made to them upon th 

ig to apply the sum in the proposed re-building. It — 
that the petitioners had no power of sale. Ex parte Tid, St. Giles’s Charity 
(17 W. R. 758), was ref to. The petitioners said that the 
purchased was not charity pro my, J., said that it was by no 
means clear that the order could be made as asked, and, the respondents 
raising no difficulty as to costs, he made an order for payment out to the 
petitioners upon the certificate of the chief clerk that at least the amount 
of the fund had been expended in building the porch, the commissioners 
paying the costs of the petition and consequent thereon.—Covunsazt, 
Maidlow ; J. Henderson. Soxicrrons, Chas. Smith; EB. A. Baylis, 


Re TUNNO (DECEASED)—Chitty, J., 30th July. 
Wui—Girr ro Bump Corracrs on Estate 1x Ownersuir or Parson 
Namep—CuAnce or OwNERSHIP. 





moneys * u; trust to lay out and the sum of £700 in mys d 
sia bbeusa? ot s on the Waratord Eotate (now in the possession of 
Sartoris, Esq.), co! to contain four or five rooms, and to be built 
in such manner and form in other respects as my trustees in their discre- 
tion shall think fit.’ The testatrix and her husband 
resided on the Warnford Estate, but her husband, who Py ypeery er, 
devised the estate to the said E. Sartoris, a nephew. At the date of the 
testatrix’s will E. Sartoris was in of the estate, but before 
the testatrix’s death he had sold the fee simple to a purchaser. 
1 Pree k fog cw polp lee ow Ad alma be ts dygg 
being of the estate, he to be paid the sum absolutely, in 
sum 


y 

—_ ; (2) oS by the as a gift by iain 

e then owner ; e resid’ ere e@ groun 

was void, either E. Sartoris not 

me Se piemer Ot Be eae 2 le eee death 
within the restrictions of mortmain: (Cor v. Davie 26 W. R. L 
Ch. 72). Currry, J., said that the purchaser could not take, for that 
would defeat the express intention of the testatrix, nor could E. Sartoris, 
for at the death of the testatrix he did 

constru 


C) 
somewhat similar to a gift to A. and his heirs, tenants of the manor of 
Dale. To hold that it was a gift to the owner for the time being would 
be extravagant. The gift, therefore, was void, and fell into the residue. 
It was not, however, within the statutes of mortmain, for no charity was 
constituted by the terms of the bequest.—Counsszt, Warrington; G. 
Henderson ; Romer, Q.C., and Bramley ; Raikes. 


Re ARBENZ’S TRADE-MARK—Kay, J., 22nd July and 2nd August. 


Trapg-Marxk—Recistration—“ Fancy Worp’’—Parents, Designs, AND 
Trape-Marks Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 5), s. 64, suB-szcTion 1 (¢.) 


This was an application by A. Arbenz that, notwithstanding the oppo- 
sition of Messrs. Osborne & Co., the registration of A. Arbenz’s le- 
mark might be a by the comptroller. The applicant, in 1881, 
introduced into England a new and special form of air gun which was manu- 
factured for him on the Continent, and which was patented according to the 
laws of America, Germany, and France. This form of the applicant 
called the ‘‘ Gem Air Rifle” or ‘‘Gun” or “‘Gem,’’ and had, since 1881, 
continuously and exclusively employed the term ‘‘Gem’”’ to denote that 
particular kind of air gun. The applicant was desirous of registering the 
word ‘‘Gem”’ asa trade-mark under the Trade-Marks ation Act, 
1875, but was unable to do so under that Act. In 1882 he began 
to supply Messrs. Osborne & Oo. with ‘‘Gem’”’ air rifles, and continued 
to do so from time to time till 1884. The applicant now applied to register 
the word “‘ Gem” under section 64, sub-section 1, of the Patents, Designs, 


essential particulars: ‘‘(c.) A distinctive device, mark, or brand, h c 
label, ticket, or fancy word or words not in common use.’”’ This ° 
cation was opposed by Messrs. Osborne & Co. on oo (1) the 
applicant was not the proprietor of the trade-mark the meaning of 
section 62 of the Act of 1883; (2) that the word ‘‘Gem ’’ was not such a 
** fancy word not in common use” as could be tered under section 

sub-section 1 (c.), of the Act; (3) that “Gem” had been made 


sold by other firms; and (4) that the ‘‘Gem” was a of 
another air gun which had for years been known as the 5 
Kay, J., said that he had no doubt but that the trade-mark ought to be 
registered. The word ‘‘Gem’’ could not be said to be a term descriptive 
of the article, and it, therefore, came within the definition in section 64, 
sub-section 1 (c.), of the Act of 1853 of ‘‘a fancy word or words not in 
common use.”’ On the his 
word ‘‘Gem ”* had not been previously 
weet on epgtled Sy See ORE ee fee em ee, Sue to 
e word ‘‘ Gem ”’ as his trade-mark.—Counsgi, W. , Q.C., 
and Willis Bund ; Aston, Q.C., and Macrory, Soxscrrors, J. 8. Salaman ; 
Robinson, Preston, $ Stow. 


om 
. 


— 


Re LEAF, SON, & CO.*S TRADE-MARK—Bacon, V.C., 30th July. 


TRapDE-MARK—REGISTRATION—F ancy Worp—Costs— Parents, Desicns, AND 
Trape-marxs Act, 1883 ( 46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), s. 64, Sus-sxcrion 1 (c.). 


Tih we ne eae ee as a trade-mark 

for velvets and velveteens under class 24, and the applicants asked that the 

Comptroller-General might be ordered to pay the costs. Bacon, V.C., 

said that ‘“‘ Electric” was clearly a fancy word in connection with velvets, 

and ought to be regi oe cd notaie _— the “1% 
costs, but ould ve any. UNSEL, Aston. . 

and Bebastion ; M. Ingle Joyce. Soxzcrrors, 0. A. Bannister ; Solicitor to the 

Board of Trade. 

Bz pare THE TRUSTEES OF THE FINSBURY AND CITY OF 

LONDON SAVINGS BANK—North, J., 31st July. 

R. 8. C., 1883, LV., 2 (2)—Apriicatton ror Payment out or Covnt— 

Perrrron on Summons—Casu (WITH INTEREST) EXCEEDING £1,000. 
This was a petition for the payment out of court of a sum of cash on 
deposit at interest, which had been paid into court by the 





In this case a testatrix bequeathed to her trustees and executors certain 


Board of Works as the purchase-money of property of the 
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which they had taken under their statutory powers. The petitioners had 
conveyed the property to the board, and they asked that the sum which 
had been paid in (£1,000), together with the accrued interest, might be 
paid out to them, and that the board might be ordered to pay the costs 
of the petition. Rule 2 of order 55 provides that the business to be 
disposed of in chambers by the judges of the Chancery Division shall 
consist of the following matters (inter alia):—(2) ‘‘ Applications for 
payment or transfer to any person of any cash or securities standing to 
the credit of any cause or matter, where the cash does not exceed £1,000, 
or the securities do not exceed £1,000 nominal value.’’ The certificate of 
the Paymaster-General showed that there was £1,000 standing to the 
credit of the account, but a month’s interest had accrued since the 
payment in, though the interest had not yet been carried to the credit of 
the account, this being, under the provisions of the Supreme Court Funds 
Rules, 1884, rr. 82, 83, only done half-yearly. The month’s interest, how- 
ever, would be payable when the money was paid out, and thus the sum to 
be paid out would exceed £1,000. On behalf of the board it was contended 
that, as only £1,000 stood to the credit of the account, the application 
ought to have been made by summons, and that they ought to pay only 
the costs of an application by summons. Norrx, J., said that, whatever the 
proper construction of the rule might be, he thought it was a fair case for 
vere peg d a petition, and, as he had a discretion, he should order the 

ard to pay the costs of the petition.—Counsrt, Edward Clayton ; Geare. 
Soxrcrrors, Boulton, Sons, § Sandeman ; R. Ward. 





Ex parte THE LANCASHIRE AND YORKSHIRE RAILWAY CO.— 
Nortu, J., 31st July. 


Payment out or Cournt—Money pap my By Ramway Company As Security 
—Dormant Funp—Dezatu or Venpor—Servick oN REPRESENTATIVE— 
Lanps Oxavuses Consoiipation Act, 1845, s. 85. 


This was a petition by a railway company for the payment out to them 
of a sum of £1,149, which had been paid into court by them in 1867, under 
the provisions of section 85 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, 
as security for the purchase-money of some settled land which they had 
given notice to take under their statutory powers. The money was paid 
in to the account of the tenant for lifs. The company entered on the 
land, and the ge encase | was afterwards fixed by agreement at 
£1,955, and, in 1871, in consideration of the payment of that sum, the 
land was conveyed by the trustees of the settlement, with the consent of 
the tenant for life, to the company. The company omitted to apply at 
the time for the payment out of the sum in court. In 1883 the tenant 
for life died, and in 1884 the fund in court was, under the provisions of 
rule 101 of the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1884, transferred to the list of 
dormant funds. The petition was served only on the official solicitor. 
On the hearing it was suggested that the representative of the tenant for 
life, to whose credit the money stood, ought to have been served, and 
Ez parte The South. Wales Railway Co. (6 Rail. Cas. 151) was referred to. 
Nortu, J., said that, having regard to the long time which had elapsed 
since the conveyance to the company was executed and to the fact that it 
was owing to an oversight that the application was not made before, he 
thought he might dispense with service of the petition on the representa- 
tive of the tenant for life.—Counsgx, Ratclif'; G. P. Leach. Soxicrrors, 
C. H. Mason ; Official Solicitor. 





LUMLEY ». SIMMONS—Stirling, J., 24th July. 


Bruxs or Satz Acr (1878) AMenpMent Act, 1882 (s. 9)—Form 1x ScuEDULE 
or THE Act—Pxovisions ror MAINTENANCE AND DEFEASANCE OF THE 
Security. 


The bill of sale in this case was granted in January, 1884, over certain 
goods and chattels, to secure £80 with interest ‘‘at the rate of one 
shilling in the pound per month.’’ There was also a proviso for ew 
tion on payment of the sum secured, by monthly instalments of £8 each, 
and also a proviso that, in the event of default being made in the payment 
of any instalment, a)l the instalments should become due, and that, if the 
grantee of the bill of sale became entitled to seize the chattels, he and his 
agents might enter and remain upon any premises where the chattels 
might be, and, if necessary, break open doors and windows, in order to 
obtain admission. This was an action by the grantor of the bill of sale 
to have it declared void as not being in conformity with the form in the 
schedule to the Act. The — ad gone into possession of the goods 
and chattels, default having been made in paying the instalments. Srin.rva, 
J., eaid that three objections had been raised against the validity of 
the bill of sale—(1) that the rate of interest was not properly stated ; (2) 
that the making all the instalments due on a default in the pay- 
ment of one was invalid, having regard to the form in the schedule of the 
Act; and (3) that the power to break and enter was contrary to the Act. 
As to the first point, Davis v. Burton (31 W. R. 523, L. R. 11 Q. B. D. 537) 
laid down the rule “‘ that the real principle of the form is that, whatever 
may be the consideration for the sum of money secured by the bill of sale, 
a fixed sum shall be stated therein in figures andin direct terms, and that 
sum, with rateable interest thereon, shall be recovered by the holder.’ 
Myersv. Elliott (34 W. R. 338, 16 Q. B. D. 526) was distinguishable. In 
his opinion the statement of the rate of one shilling per pound per month 
was sufficient. As to the second point, the bill of sale did conform to 
the Act as there was a stipulated time for payment. As to the third 
objection, it was clear that the form in the schedule admitted of certain 

tions—as, for instance, of terms relating to insurance, payment of rent, 

&c., for the maintenance or defeasance of the security. ‘‘Defeasance”’ 
‘‘vealization”’ (Consolidated Credit Corporationy. Gosney, 34W.R.106, 

L. B. 6 Q. B. D. 24). Clauses as to realization must not infringe sections 





7 and 13 of the Act. Neither of those sections was affected in its opera. 
tion by the clause in question in the present bill, and, therefore, on the 
whole, he was of opinion that the bill was valid, and the action must be 
dismissed, with costs.—Counsst, 7. R. Wilkinson; R. Neville. Souci 
tors, C, A. Angier; M. Nordon, 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Ex parte FRYER, Re FRYER—C. A. No. 1, 30th July. 


JuDGMENT Desror—REcEIVING ORDER IN LIEU oF ComMITTAL—ORDER For 
Payment or Damaces By Co-RESPONDENT IN Divorce Surr—Derauir 
—Desrors Act, 1869, s. 5—Banxrurrcy Act, 1883, s. 103, suB-sEcrioy 
5—Divorce Court Act (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85), ss. 33, 52. 


The question in this case was whether a receiving order could be made 
under sub-section 5 of section 103 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, on the 
application of a husband, the petitioner in a divorce suit, against the co. 
respondent, who had made default in payment of damages which the 
Divorce Court had ordered him to pay to the petitioner. Section 5 of the 
Debtors Act, 1869, provides that, ‘‘ subject to the provisions hereinafter 
mentioned, and to the prescribed rules, any court may commit to prison, 
for a term not exceeding six weeks, or until payment of the sum due, any 
person who makes default in payment of any debt, or instalment of 
any debt, due from him in pursuance of any order or judgment of that 
or any other competent court. Provided (inter alia) (2) that such juris- 
diction shall only be exercised where it is proved to the satisfaction of the 
court that the person making default either has, or has had since the date 
of the order or judgment, the means to pay the sum in respect of which 
he has made default, and has refused or neglected, or refuses or neglects, 
to pay the same.”’ Section 103 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides, by 
sub-section 5, that ‘‘ where, under section 5 of the Debtors Act, 1869, 
application is made by a judgment creditor to a court having or 
jurisdiction for the committal of a judgment debtor, the court may, if it 
thinks fit, decliae to commit, and in lieu thereof, with the consent of the 
judgment creditor, and on payment by him of the prescribed fee, make a 
receiving order against the debtor.”” In the present case, at the trial of a 
divorce action, brought by a husband on the 5th of April, 1884, the jury 
found a verdict for £1,000 damages against the co-respondent. The judge 
made a decree nisi for the dissolution of the marriage, and ordered that 
the co-respondent should, within fourteen days from the service of the 
order on him, pay the £1,000 into court. In October, 1884, the decree 
was made absolute. On the llth of August 1885, the order of the 5th of 
April was varied, and it was ordered that the co-respondent should pay 
the £1,000 to the petitioner forthwith for the purpose of settlement upon 
the children of the marriage. The co-respondent failed to pay any part 
of the £1,000, and on the 3lst of May, 1886, the husband issued a judg 
ment summons againsthim. On the hearing of the summons Cave, J. (in 
chambers), with the consent of the applicant, made a receiving order 
against the co-respondent in lieu of committing him. The Court of 
Appeal (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) discharged the 
order, on the ground that there was no jurisdiction to make it. On behalf 
of the co-respondent it was urged that the order of the Divorce Court for 
payment of the £1,000 to the husband did not constitute the husbanda 
**judgment creditor” of the co-respondent; and also that the evidence 
did not shew that, since the date of the order, the co-respondent had had 
the means of paying the whole £1,000, and that, consequently, he had not 
made default in paying it within the meaning of section 5 of the Debtors 
Act, and there was no jurisdiction to commit him or to make a receivin 
order in lieu of committal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that it was essentia 
that an application under sub-section 5 of section 103 should be made 
by a judgment creditor. The question therefore was, What was the rela- 
tion between a husband and the co-respondent in a divorce suit against 
whom such an order had been made for the payment of damages? This 
depended on the construction of the Divorce Court Act. After 4 
verdict for damages had been found against the co-respondent in a divorce 
suit the same result did not follow as after a verdict in a common law 
action. In acommon law action the entry of judgment after verdict was 
a matter of course; it was a mere ministerial act, done at the instance of 
the successful plaintiff, and without any interference by the court; and 
the legal result was that the plaintiff could at once put a writ into the 
hands of the sheriff for execution. Nothing of this kind took place after 
such a verdict in a divorce suit. After the verdict an application must be 
made to the judge, who was exercising a judicial authority, and could 
dispose of the damages in such a way that not a farthing would go to the 


husband. The judge could order the amount to be settled on the 


divorced wife, or on the children, or he might order it to be paid to the 
husband for his personal benefit. The same result, therefore, did not 
follow as in a common law action, but an order of the court was required 
to enforce the verdict. Under section 52 of the Divorcg Court Act orders 
of that court could be enforced by the process of a fi. fa. But this was not 
the same fi. fa. as that which would issue in a common law action. It 
did not issue by the voluntary act of the party; it was a similar pr 

but not the same. The nature of the relation between the husband an 
the co-respondent under such an order of the Divorce Court for the 
payment of damages by the co-respondent to the husband was determined 
by the Court of Appeal in Ex parte Muirhead (L. R. 2 Oh. D. 22), in which 
it was held that the sum so ordered to be did not constitute a good 
petitioning creditor's debt on the part of the husband against the co- 
respondent. The principle of that decision was this, that by such an order 
the husband was constituted an officer of the court to collect the money 
for the court from the co-respondent in order that the court might deal 
with it. It was not necessary to determine what the relation between the 
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husband and the co-respondent would be if the Divorce Court had made an 
order that the damages should be paid to the husband for his own personal 
benefit. But Zr parte Muirhead was really a decision that; when such an 
order was made oF a preg to him as had been made in the present case, 
he was merely made an officer of the court to collect the money. If 
so, could it be said that the husband was, in the ordinary meaning of the 
words, a ‘‘ judgment creditor’’ of the co-respondent? There was nothing 
in the context of section 103, or the subject-matter, to shew that the 
words ‘‘judgment creditor” in sub-section 5 were not used in their 
ordinary sense, and it was impossible to say that a person who was thus 
constituted an officer of the court was a ‘‘ judgment creditor” of the 
co-respondent within the ordinary meaning of the words. Consequently, 
the application not being made by a judgment creditor, Cave, J., had no 
jurisdiction to make a receiving order against the co-respondent. But 
under the Debtors Act he had jurisdiction to deal with the case, as was 
shewn by Linton v. Linton (L. R 15 Q. B, D. 239, 29 Soutcrrors’ Journat, 
501) in the ordinary way. Under the order of the court the co-respond- 
ent was bound to poy £1,000. The evidence shewed that he had been 
able to pay a part of it, and he had neglected to do so, and that brought 
him within the jurisdiction of the court. His lordship entirely abjured 
the argument that, if the debtor had not had the means of paying 
£1,000, but had had the means of aying a part of it, the court no 
jurisdiction to commit him because he had not had the means of paying the 
whole. He was bound by the order to pay each pound of the sum which he 
was ordered to pay, and if he neglected to pay any part which he had the 
means of paying, the court had jurisdiction to commit him for the 
neglect. In the present case his lordship thought it would be proper to 
the debtor to pay £100 within a month, and then to continue . 
ing £7 10s. per month until the whole £1,000 was paid. Bowen, L.J., 
said that Ex parte Muirhead was decided on the ground that, when such 
an order was made by the Divorce Court for payment of damages 
by a co-respondent to the husband, no debt at law or in equity 
to the husband was created, but he was simply constituted the 
receiver of the court for the completion of the order. No cause 
of action at law or in equity could arise. Whether the order could 
be used for the purpose of proof in the bankruptcy of the co- 
respondent it was not then n to decide. If that was the true 
effect of Ex parte Muirhead, could it be said that a husband, in whose 
favour this qualified advantage was created for the benefit of his children, 
was a ‘‘ judgment creditor’’ of the co-respondent witin the meaning of 
sub-section 3 of section 103 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883? Were all the 
persons who might apply for a committal under section 5 of the Debtors 
Act necessarily ‘‘ judgment creditors’’? Section 5 in no way defined the 
persons who were to make the application; it only defined the offences 
which were to be pat by committal—‘‘ any pom who makes 
default in payment of any debt, or instalment of any debt, due from him 
in pursuance of any order or judgment of that or any other competent 
court.”” At the first blush it would appear that many people might apply 
for a committal who did not strictly fill the character ofa ‘‘ fad ent 
creditor.” Section 103 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, transferred ily 
to the Bankruptcy Court the jurisdiction as to committal under section 5 
of the Debtors Act, and it was argued that it was intended to sweep up 
in one compendious phrase all the persons who could apply for a com- 
mittal under section 5 of the Debtors Act, whether they were strictly 
‘*judgment creditors’’ or not, and to give the power of making a receiv- 
nag? on the my apap of any person who was entitled under the 
Debtors Act to apply for a committal. But this was a quasi-penal clause, 
and the court cought not to go beyond the ordinary meaning of the words 
unless it could see some strong reason for so doing. His ordship could 
see no reason for doing so, except the suggestion that the words “‘ judg- 
ment creditor’? were used in a popular sense. If any person could apply 
who could apply fur a committal under the Debtors Act, it would have 
been unnecessary to say “‘ by a judgment creditor.’’ He thought the 
sounder view was, that only a judgment creditor, in the strict legal sense, 
was intended. But he thought that the husband, though he was not a 
judgment creditor, was entitled to apply under section 5 of the Debtors 
Act, and that the order which the Master of the Rolls had mentioned was 
the proper one to make. Fxy, L.J., concurred. He thought it unneces- 
nen fh express any opinion on the question whether the co-respondent 
had means to pay, though he had not been in a position to Be the 
whole £1,000 ; but he did not intend to intimate any dissent from the viow 
taken by the Master of the Rolls.—Covunset, Channell, Q.C., and Sidney 
Woolf ; Cooper Willis, Q.0., and Herbert Reed. Sorscrrons, Crowders § 
Vizard ; G. Thompson § Son. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


Re THE NORWICH EQUITABLE FIRE ASSURANCE CO.—C. A. 
No. 2, 4th August. 


Soxtcrron—UnvgrrTakiInG GIVEN BY Imprcuntovs CLieNtT. 


Tn this case a question arose as to the insertion in an order of an under- 
taking by a person whom the solicitors who had the carriage of the 
order, knew to be impecunious so that his undertaking was of no value. 
The appeal was from an order made by Bacon, V.C., on the 26th of July, 
removing B. from the office of official liquidator of this company, and 
appointing W. in his place. B. had absconded, and it became n 
to appoint someone else in his place. A summons was taken out by the 
solicitors who had acted for B. as liquidator, in the name of H., a con- 
tribytory, asking for the appointment of W., and this application was 
supported by other contributories. Another summons was — 

tors, ng for the appointment of ¥. The matter was adjourn 





into court, and the Vice-Chancellor appointed W., on his giving security 
in the usual way. At a later period of the day the Vice-Chancellor was 
asked to empower the liquidator to act immediately, before his security 
could be completed. Bacon, V.(., assented to this, on an undertakin 
by W. to give security within a weck and not to receive any money unt 
the security was given. The counsel who made the application was 
instructed that the solicitors were ready to deposit £1,000 with the chief 
clerk if the judge desired it, and that it was not desired that W. should 
receive any money till he bad completed his security, the object being 
to protect the documents of the company. When the order came to be 
drawn up the registrar would not accept an undertaking by W., because 
he was not a party to the Leroy and the order, as drawn up, con- 
tained an undertaking by H. that W. should give security, and that in 
the meantime H. would be answerable for the receipts of W. The 
solicitors, when they allowed the ee of H. to be inserted in the 
order, knew that he was impecunious, but the registrar was not informed 
of this. The Court of Appeal (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorzs, L JJ.) 
affirmed the order of the Vice-Chancellor, but they dismissed the appeal 
without costs. Corron, L.J:, said that H., on whose application the order 
was made, was indebted to the ye rd for calls on his shares to the 
extent of £900, and the liquidator had taken no proceedings against him 
to recover that sum. ‘The explanation given was that the liquidator’s 
solicitors had told him that it would be of no use to take any proceedings. 
It was wrong to take out the summons in the name of H., because he 
was amere form. The chief clerk, however, allowed this, because other 
contributories supported the summons. In his lordship’s opinion the 
chief clerk was wrong, and the subsequent proceedings as to the 
undertaking shewed this. The registrar requ that the undertaking 
should be given by the person in whose name the summons was taken 
out, and his undertaking was inserted in the order by the liquidator’s 
solicitors. In his lordship’s opinion, that was wrong. No solicitor 
ought to allow the undertaking of his client to be inserted in an order 
when he knew that it was utterly valueless. When the registrar would 
not draw up the order without an undertaking by some one other than 
W., application ought to have been made to the court again. The 


und of a man who was known to be worth nothing ought’ 


not to have been substituted. His lordship thought that, under 
the circumstances, the court would not be justified in interfering 
with the order of the Vice-Chancellor. But, ha regard to the person 
in whose name the application was made, and to the form in which the 
order was drawn up, the appeal would be dismissed without costs. 
Linviey, L.J., said that the solicitors had done wrong in allowing the 
order to be drawn up as it was; they knew that the undertaking of H. 
was not wortha farthing. They ought not to have allowed the orijer to 
be made on his application, or to be drawn up on his undertaking. The 
registrar knew nothing about his position. Lorgrs, L.J., concurred.— 
Counset, Romer, Q.C., Maclean, Q.C, and Heath; E. 8. Ford ; Marten, 
QC., and Seward Brice; H. Burton Buckiey ; Warmington, Q.C., and 
el Souicrrors, Phelps, Sidgwick, § Biddle; Boxall § Boxall ; 
artelli. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


The Right Hon. Harpiner Stantey Girrarp, Lord Hatssury, who has 
been appointed Lord High Chancellor of England for the second time, is 
the third son of Mr. Stanley Lees Giffard, barrister, and was born in 1825. 
He was educated at Merton College, Oxford, and he was called to the bar 
at the Inner Temple in Hilery Term, 1850. He formerly practised on the 
South Wales and Chester Circuit. and he was for several years one of the 
feseseeting counsel to the at the Central Criminal Court. He 

came a Queen’s Counsel in 1865, and he was M.P. for Launceston in 
the Conservative interest from 1877 till 1885. In 1875 he was appointed 
Solicitor-General and received the honour of knighthood, and he held 
that office till 1880. In June, 1885, he was appointed Lord High Chan- 
cellor and was created Baron Halsbury, but he retired in the following 
Jani . Lord Halsbury is constable of Launceston Castle and a bencher 
of the tuner Temple, of which society he was treasurer in 188]. 

The Right Hon. Epwarp Gisson, Lord Asunovurns, who has been ap- 
pointed High Chancellor of Ireland for the second time, is the 
second son of Mr. William Gibson, of Rockforest, Ti, ary, and was 
born in 1837. He was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and he was 
called to the bar in Lreland in 1860. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 
1872, and he was Attorney-General for [reland from 1877 till 1880. He 
was M.P. for the University of Dublin in the Conservative interest from 
1875 till 1885, when he was created Lord Ashbourne and was supeinied 
Lord High Chancellor of Ireland, and he held that office until January 
aa Ashbourne is a bencher of Gray’s-inn and of the King’s-inn, 

ublin. 


Sir Ricxarp Everarp Wessrsr, Q.0., M.P., who has been appointed 
Attorney-General for the second time, is the second son of the Mr. 
Thomas Webster, Q.C., and was born in 1842. He was educated at the 
Charterhouse, and he was formerly scholar of Trinity College, Cam- 
bridge, where he graduated as a wrangler and in the third class of the 
Classical Tripos in 1865. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Easter T 1868, and he formerly {| on the South-Eastern 
Circuit. He @ Queen’s Counsel in 1878. “He received the honour 
of knighthood in July, 1885, on his appointment as Attorney-General, 
but he went out of office in the following Jan . Sir R. Webster was 
M.P. for Launceston from July till November, 1885, when he was elected 
M.P. for the Isle of Wight. He is a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn. 
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The Right Hon. Witt1am Tuackeray Marniort, Q.C., M.P., who has 
been Hoye a Advocate General for the second time, is the third 
son of Mr. Christopher Marriott, of Crumpsall, Manchester, and was born 
in 1834. He was educated at St. John’s College, Cambridge. He was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1864, and he formerly 
ge on the South-Eastern Circuit. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 

877. In 1880 he was elected M.P. for Brighton in the Liberal interest. 
In 1884 he resigned his seat, and was re-elected as a Conservative. He 
was Judge Advocate General from July, 1885, till January, 1886. He 
is a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, and he was sworn in as a Privy Councillor 
on his first appointment as Judge Advocate General. 


Serjeant Joun Sron, M.P., has received the honour of knighthood- 
Sir J. Simon is the only son of Mr. Isaac Simon, of Jamaica, and was born 
in 1818. He was educated at University College, London, and he 
graduated LL.B. of the University of London in 1841. He was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1842, and he formerly 
practised on the Northern Circuit. He became a serjeant-at-law in 1864, 
and he received a patent of precedence in 1868. Sir J. Simon has been 
M.P. for Dewsbury in the Liberal interest since 1868. 


Mr. Marrnzw Henry Box, barrister, has been appointed Prosecuting 
Counsel to the Mint for Somersetshire and the City of Bristol. Mr. Box 
is the only son of Mr. Thomas Box, of Bristol, and was born in 1842. He 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in June, 1881, and he practises on 
the Western Circuit and at the Somersetshire, Bath, and Bristol Sessions. 


Mr. Witu1am Picron Evans, solicitor (of the firm of Jenkins & Evans), 
of Cardigan, has been appointed Clerk to the Magistrates for the Kemes 
Division of Pembrokeshire, in succession to the late Mr. William Vaughan 
James, Solder off tae Gollan Greate a admitted = solicitor in 1861. 
He is re of the i unty Court and clerk to the Magistrates 
and Commissioners of Income Tax for the Troedyrawr Division of 
Cardiganshire. 

































































































































































Mr. Joun Gzorce Gizson, Q.C., M.P., who has been appointed Solicitor- 
General for Ireland for the second time, is the youngest son of Mr. 
William Gibson, of Rockforest, Tipperary, and brother of Lord Ashbourne, 
and was born in 1846. He was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and 
he was called to the bar in Irelandin 1870. He became a Queen’s Counsel 
in 1880, and serjeant-at-law in July, 1885. In November, 1885, he 
became Solicitor-General for Ireland and M.P. for the Walton Division of 
Liverpool. 

Mr. Henry Jenxxns, C.B., Assistant Parliamentary Counsel, has been 
appointed Parliamentary Counsel in succession to Sir Henry Thring, 
resigned. Mr. Jenkyns is the eldest son of the Rev. Henry Jenkyns, and 
was born in 1838. He was educated at Balliol College, Oxford, where he 

uated first class in Classics in 1860. He was called to the bar at 

coln’s-inn in ingen Bige m 1863, and he formerly practised in the 
Court of Chancery. . Jenkyns has been Assistant Parliamentary 
Counsel since 1869, and he was created a Civil Companion of the Order 
of the Bath in 1879. 


Mr. Covurrenay Perecrie Insert, barrister, C.I.E., succeeds Mr. 
Jenkyns as Assistant Parliamentary Cotinsel. Mr. Ilbert is the eldest 
son of the Rev. Peregrine Ilbert, and was born in 1841. He was 
educated at Marlborough College, and he was successively scholar and 
fellow of Balliol College, Oxford, where he graduated first class in 
Classics in 1864. He obtained the Hertford Scholarship in 1861, the 
Ireland Scholarship in 1862, the Craven Scholarship in 1864, and the 
Eldon Law Scholarship in 1867. He was called to the bar in. Trinity 
Term, 1867, and he formerly practised in the Chancery Division. He was 
counsel to the Education Department from 1879 till 1882, in which year 
be ey appointed Legal Member of the Council of the Governor-General 
















































































































































Mr. Fraxcis Orrtwett Apams, barrister, C.B., has been created a 
Knight Commander of the Order of St. Michael and St. Geor, Sir F. 
Adams is the only son of Mr. Joseph Hollingworth Adams, and was born 
in 1826. He was educated at ity College, Cambridge, where he 
Ss optime, and also in the third class of the Classical 

pos, in 1848, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter 

Term, 1852. He became Second Secretary of ion at Washington in 

1864, Second Secretary of Legation at Paris in 1866, Secretary of Lega- 

tion in Japan in 1870, Secretary of Em at Berlin in 1872, and 

of Embassy at Paris in 1874. He has been Minister Plenipo- 

at Berne since 1879, and he was created a Civil Companion of 
the Order o7 the Bath in 1878. 


Mr. Samvuzt Paice, solicitor, of 38, Walbrook, has been elected a 
member of the Court of Common Council for the Ward of Walbrook. 
Mr. Price is also a member of the M litan Board of Works, asa 
— of the Islington Vestry. He was admitted a solicitor in 
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Mr. Lewis Jouxn Kemrtuorne, solicitor, of Neath, has been appointed 
Clerk to the ay Se at oe. in coccoumes STs De 
. Kempthorne partners t) father, 
ohn . He was admitted a solicitor in 1877, and he is 
deputy coroner for the Western Division of Glamorganshire. 
Mr. Cuanizs Hewnr Rovanrs, barrister, has been appointed Judge of 
Court of the Turks and Caicos . Mr. Justice 
Robarts is the second son of Mr. Abraham John Robarts and was born in 
at Christ Oburch, Oxford, where he graduated 
and Modern History in 1862, and he was afterwards 
elected a fellow of All Souls’ College. He was called to the bar 
at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1867, and he is a member of the South- 

































































gr Circuit. He was Remembrancer of the City of London from 1878 


Mr. Epwarp Georce Crarke, Q.C., M.P., who has been appointed 
Solicitor-General, is the eldest son of Mr. Job Guyon Clarke, of Moorgate. 
street, London, and was born in 1841. He is an associate of King’s 
College, London, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michael. 
mas Term, 1864. He isa member of the South-Eastern Circuit, and he 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1880. He was M.P. for Southwark in the 
Conservative interest from February till April, 1880, and he has sat for 
Plymouth since July, 1880. He is a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn. 


The Right Hon. Hucu Hotmes, Q.C., M.P., who has been appointed 
Attorney-General of Ireland for the second time, is the son of Mr. William 
Holmes, of ag oy and was born in 1840. He was educated at 
Trinity College, Dublin, and he was called to the bar in Iyeland in 1865, 
He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1877, and he was for sev/ral months law 
adviser to the Lord-Lisutenant of Ireland. He was Soli¢itor-General for 
Ireland from 1878 till 1880, and Attorney-General from July, 1885, till 
January, 1886. Mr. Holmes was elected M.P. for the University of Dublin 
in July, 1885. 


The Right Hon. Joun Hay Arnott Macponatp, C.B., Q.C., M.P , who 
has been appointed Lord Advocate of Scotland for the second time, is the 
son of Mr. Matthew Norman Macdonald, and was boru in 1836. He was 
educated at the Edinburgh Academy and at the University of Edinburgh, 
and be was called to the bar in Scotland in 1859. He was Sheriff of 
Sutherlandshire, Ross-shire, and Cromartyshire from 1874 till 1876, Soli- 
citor -General for Scotland from 1876 till 1880, Sheriff of Perthshire from 
1880 till 1885, and Lord Advocate from July, 1885, till January, 1886, 
He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1880, and he was Dean of the Faculty of 
Advocates from 1881 till 1885. Mr. Macdonald has been M.P. for the 
Universities of Edinburgh and St. Andrew since November, 1885, and 
he was created a Civil Companion of the Order of the Bath in January 
last. 


Mr. James Patrick Bannerman Ropertsoy, Q.C., M.P., who has been 
appointed Solicitor-General for Scotland for the second time, is the son 
of the late Rev. Robert Robertson, of Fortevidt, Perthshire, and was born 
in 1845. He was educated at the Edinburgh High School and at the 
University of Edinburgh, and he was called to the bar in Scotland in 
1867. In July, 1885, he was appointed Solicitor-General for Scotland 
and was created a Queen’s Counsel, but he went out of office in the 
following January. Mr. Robertson was elected M.P. for Buteshire in the 
Conservative interest in November, 1885. 


Mr. Henry Artuur Hupson, solicitor, proctor, and notary, of York, 
has been appointed Registrar of the District Probate Registry at York, on 
the resignation of Dr. Thomas Spinks, Q.C. Mr. Hudson was admitteda 
solicitor in 1863. He is registrar of the province and diocese of York, and 
of the archdeaconries of York and Cleveland. 


Mr. Tostas Gatnsrorp Ripeway, notary public, of 19, Change-alley, 
E.C., commissioner of deeds and affidavits for the Colonies of Victoria and 
Tasmania and the State of New York, has been appointed to act in the 
same capacity for the States of Illinois, Texas, and Rhode Island. 

Mr. Tuomas Huzent, solicitor, of 4, Broad-street-buildings, Liverpool- 
street, E C., has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. R. Banznzs, solicitor, of 45, Finsbury-pavement, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 


Mr. Eanest Atczrnon Srarxs has been appointed a Revising Barrister. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 


Wim Revery Grsson and Ouartes Henry G1sson, solicitors (W. B. 
& O. H. Gibson), of Neweastle-upon-Tyne. July 24. [ Gazette, July 30. 

Wim Paynter Barron Browne and Eowarp Guy Mavunoer, solici- 
tors (Barton Browne & Maunder), of 76, Chancery-lane. January 22. 

Antuony Buck Creexzs, Tuomas Guinan Sanpy, and Joxnn Guest, 
solicitors (Creeke, Sandy, & Ghest), of Bacup and Waterfoot, Lancashire. 
July 28. ; [ Gazette, Aug. 3. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Pretminary EXAMINATION. « 
The egg | candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
gt e Preliminary Examination held on the 7th and 8th of 
July, 1886 :— 





Ambler, William H Tate Boulton, Frederic James 
Richard Coulton | ata William James 
Bailey, Sy Alexander ray, Gildart Harvey 
Bass, Arthur Sydney Brook, Willie 
2 orth Rockby B Tufnell 
Bayley, William Oliver Cant, Acton John 
Sy =e 
on: tage 
| Bishop, Arthur 
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Coles, William Henry Somerset 
Conway, Philip Charles 
William Joel 


Cowie, Hugh Alexander 
Currie, Mark Hi Edward Milton, James Clymo 
Darbyshire, John Dy Moore, Neville Gregory 
Davies, Walter Percy Lionel Musgrave, Arthur 
Dobinson, Robert John Nicholson, Charles Lothian 
Dowse, Esmonde Henry AugustineOldrey, Eustace Nugent 
Kenrick O’ Regan, James 
Duncan, Albert Charles Orme, William Thomas Mansfield 
Edward Luiz Perry, John James 
Pinkett, Frederic Philipse 
Poppleton, George 
Pott, James 


Pugh, John Jones 
Radford, Leslie Charles 
Rawson, Benjamin 
Robbins, Charles Samuel 
Rodell-James, Egbert 
Rose, Leonard Roebuck 
Sandford, Herbert Edward 
Seacome, R. O. 
Smethurst, Alexander 
ree hy J at Richard 
ohn 
Spencer, John James 
Staffurth, Ernest Hugh 


Ford, Mortimer Brutton 
Forward, Herbert Temple 
Freeman, Charles Blomfield 
Gamlin, Francis John 


es, 
Glover, Joseph Hamilton 
Goldie, Lewis Alexander 


G 
mag lta athe Ramee Reuben 


Handcock, Henry Harrison 
Hind, Lewis Westbrook 
= Yosept Thomas, $2 a 
5 Thomas, Joseph Morgan 
Howard, Thompson, Robert Vowles 
Hughes, Sery Barton Th ill, Alfred Hugh 
Ibberson, Henry Timms, Alfred Henry - 
Tower, Arthur Ernest 
vevkins, Charles Edward Trenchard, John Henry Mobun Ash- 
Jenkins, William McIntosh fordby 
Jenkinson, William Southward Urwin, James William 
Jennings, Albert Richard Van der Gucht, Harold 
Van Tromp, Harold Humphries 
Kay, Arthur Vickers, Charles Ernest 
Lambert, Henry Thomas Ward, William 
Frank Watkins, William Francis 
Watson, George Peregrine Hugh 
Wearing, Richard Rowland Parke 
Wedlake, a. Noel 


Wheeler, Gabriel G 
Whitmore, hmere Treborick 


Ainslie 
Wren, Robert Montagu 


Stratton, Undecimus 
Symonds, William Frederick John 
Taylor, Herbert Edward 








SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the hall of the 
Pe eae Law ety, Ohancery-lane, on Thursday, August 5—the 
followin a resent—viz., Mr. Boodle (chairman), om Messrs. Finch, 
Hedger, itehead, Rine-Haycock, and A. B. Onepenter (secretary) 
—& grant - £25 was made to three non-members, the ordinary 
general business was transacted. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Ward 
Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cuirrty, NortTs. STIRLING. 
Mr. Leach Mr. Lavie 
Beal 
Leach Lavie 








Beal 
Vacati 
treet Saturday, Miho send den ot Due Sony ba Thee both vy 





COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 

Joint Stock COMPANIES. 

NS eet 
my | A, — 39 AND GENERAL VENTILATING CoMPANY, LimtrED.—Kay, J., 

aed Tester, f—4 10, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment ‘ment of an 

GENERAL LIFE AssociaTion, Liutrep.— Petition for 
fans Steen 0 oe pe ee es eG, 
\OMPANY, Lipetrep.— By an order made by Chitty, J 
lered that the co be wound up. Foss and 














Sones. for the appointment of an 
EST PROVINCES 
pam Had I ted Jaly. 29, directed to be heard 
Saturday, Det, 30. Wishors Eason ots solicitors 
SHEATHER, Sons, AND COMPANY, LIMITED. J 
July 16, appointed of honey Newson Smith, 87, W: to 
claims, to the abo 
eal type cupeiates Ser) for and adjudicating ur 
on or before it. 15, to send their names and addresses, and the 
sitio oman John gi-- ny RR. $s 
debts and claims 
‘AcUUM PuMP AND IcE MacHINE CoMPANY, yn Bey 
presented Jul $77, directed to be heard batons i 
YCLIFFE winding up. 
July 2%, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Aug.?. Hogan and 
‘Hushes, Martin's lane, Cannon st, solicitors for the petitioner ae 


Nort. W: OupgE Icz Cy ay Lore. 
tors are plead, & os Sabres Seat. & Se 
.rticula a BF 
Ys AND pe popes 
Macdonal 
EE a ahenpsaindsacahgehecrapens e 
son and M: Queen Vi Victoria st, solicitors for ae 
yo pay Petition tee resented 
(Gazette. July 30.) 


CHARLEs 8S. CAMPBELL AND COMPANY, LIMITED. 
Aug. 11, at 12, at his chambers, for the 
Se re 
resen' 
Vacation Judge on A: zis. Gorton, 
NATHAN NEWMAN AND COMPANY, 
his chambers, for the pepetnet f on of an 
bn Fa a og yt TG Fe i o 
aera J hes, teren provisional official ayaa appota Abrahams and 
Mag To solicitors for The any  ~ 
KS, AND COMP. + has fixed Aug. 12, at 11, at 
a en al cual ad ae tekaee 
{ Gasette, Aug. 3.] 


FRIENDLY SocreTres D1IssoLvED 
Convict Puisow Ovrickns’ BENBFIT SOCIETY, Her Majesty's Prison, Woking, 


Surrey. July 30 

a et eee , Suffolk Arms, Boston st, Hackney rd. 
JUBILEE Girt Funp Society, The Crown, Spa rd, Bermondsey. 

Kine's SUTTON FRIENDLY YY SocrEry, Three Tate tae Mines Bank Sutton, North- 


AKEFIELD HUMANITY FRIENDLY Socrgty, Talbot and Falcon Inn, Northgate, 
Wakefield, York. July 27 
Winows’ and ORPHANS’ FunD. juan Danas, Apuuee Cunen cy Femmes, 
Hyde fy Hyde, Chester. July 30 


be 
ohn Y: , 14, 
and Go. Old 


: SUSPEND: 
Court Excetsior, Ancient Order 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS bay "ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Banya, Jenn, GolbernasLapensten, Griten Gotunes. Aug 18. Brewis v Brewis 
ony cae Liverpool Lady nd Limited v Brewis, 
cer, Mag, J. Ne eae equa hei Sd 
o Ropal Medical Benevolent Benevolent College, —s 
Moorgate st — 

a iageliby, Laut os enw neg Sept 25. Bennett v Bicones Base, VU. 
nchostsr Hylance and Son, Aug 17. Carruthers v Carruthers, 
PICKERING, RoBERT, Gravesend, et Ga Lg Langen onl Povvinstal 
Besse css roy North, mI, 

Angin Pein, Game Dubin. Oct 1, a, ~-E, 


(Gazette, July a 





ag et) Old 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Bennett, Ricuarp, Liverpool, Secretary. Septé. Pierce and Hartley, Liver- 


pool 
Maky, 
Guanes, DWE, pon ee 1. aa — gy 


Paes cis, Newwou Grange arth aan eg A SAP, 
Any Annan Farticrry, ory, ore rat Nicholas, Isle of Thanet. 


sift Es eee eetnghem, Ang &1. Teer end Oa, 


OP Re ee et ese a 








678 








Aug. 7, 1886; 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





HayiinG, Ricuarp, Hereford, Gent. Septi. Corner and Corner, Hereford 

Heap, LUKE, Middleton. nr Manchester, Gent. Aug 13. Minor, Manchester 

Hickson, Harriot, Runcorn, Chester. Augii. Day and Lake, Runcorn 

LANCASTER, JAMES HoLianp, Litherland, neaster, Sept 1. Miller and Co, 
Liverpool 

LrrttE, Mary, Southend, Essex. Aug 18. 


Gregson, Southe 
Low, ANDREW. Beauchamp Hall, Leamington. Sept 1. 


nd 
Clarke and Co, Gresham 
House, Old Broad st ~ 
Masow, | Hvueu, Ashton under Lyne, Cotton Spinner. Sept 1. Hadfield, Man- 


O’REILLY, CaRroLine Racuet, York. Septi. Smithsons and Teasdale, York 
Luxe, Watford, Hertford, Licensed Victualler. Aug 27. Hanbury and 
Co, New Broad st 
PARKINSON, ELIZABETH, Calverley, York. Aug23. Jessop, Bradford 
Bovenrs, JOSEPH, Mina rd, Old Kent rd, Retired Grocer. Augis. Burr, Little 


ieee: JAMES, Bolsover st, Marylebone, Clerk in Holy Orders. Aug 2. 
Foster, Birchin Jane 

Ronrxson, Tomas. Stuart Villa, Wood Green, Retired Builder. Oct 19. 
Mander, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
= —- Morton, Gloucester, Yeoman. Aug 20. Scarlett and Co, 

ornb 
Susruxep. J JAMES, Bacup, Lancaster, Accountant, Sept1. Wright. Bacup 
Spoor, hy my Porchester gate, Esq. Sept 1. Oldman, Old Berjeant’s inn, 


Chancery 
omen, “Stany, Brighton, Linendraper. Sept 30. Woods and Dempster, 


nm 
STEDMAN, Suauast RoBEktT, Polstead, Suffolk, Farmer. Sept 1. Stevens and 
TASKER, THOMAS, Seaton st, Hampstead rd. Aug 24. Herman, Bartholomew 
Vv: Masncis WitiaM, Mayfield, Sussex, Retired Farmer. Aug 3i. Sprott and Son, 
ayfield 
WALKER. OsBORNE PETER, Hart sit, Wine Merchant. Sept 4. Mount and Son, 
Gracechurch st 
Watkinson, THOMAS, Beddington, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. Sept 4. 


Row- 
land, Croydon 
Wruums, Francis EDWARD, Waterville, Kerry, Ireland, Esq. Aug 30. Parker, 


WOLFENDEN, JAMES RAWSTHORNE, Bolton, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. Aug 31. 
Walter Palmer Fullagar, Meajhouse lane, Bolton 
! Gazette, July 23.1 


Bypeees, Maria, Wynell rd, Forest Hill. Sept 1. Grover and Humpbreys, 
‘emple 
CALVERT, Rev JosEPH Mason, Nelson in Marsden, Lancaster. Oct 1. North 
and Sons, Leeds 
Cox, CHaktEs Henry. Stonehaven. Sept1. Grover and Humphreys, Temple 
Cex, ~ 7 one Highbury New pk. Sept 30. Woolley, Gt Winchester st, Old 
read st 
Firezy, GreorGce, Birmingham, out of business. Aug 31. Tyler and Tanner, 
birmingham " 
— Tuomas, Horbury, York, Bookkeper. Novi. Holt and Sons, Dews- 
jury 
GILLESPIE, SAMUEL, Blackman st, Southwark, Grocer. Sept 15. Spiller, Buck- 


lersbury 
HEMSWORTH. BENJAMIN, — Hall, nr South Melford, York, Esq. 


Sept1. Weddall and Co, Selby 
Hewitt, WIL11aM, Birmingham, Gent. Aug 31. Allen and Edge, Birmingham 
LaMB, SELINA, Coventry. Sept 29. Goate, Coventry 
MackyEss Frepericsx, Brixton rd, Licensed Victualler. Sept 1. Nutt and 
Savery, Brabant ct. Philpot. !ane 
MarsH, ADELAIDE Lypia, Weston super Mare. Sept 1. Smith and Sons, 


Weston super Mare 


Migenw . , REO, Pitchcombe, nr Stroud, Gloucester, Gent. Aug 12. 

vis. St 

MEsa, CHARLES Jou, Fore st, Chemist. Sept 7. Herbert, Cork st, Burlington 
gans 


Munoz, Jouxs Wriiam, Ringmer, Sussex, Esq. Sept 1. Grover and Hum- 


er®. Temple 

USGRAVE, E13za ANN MUSGRAVE, Harrogate. Oct 1. North and Sons, Leeds 
Newey, Stsan. Heigham, Norwich. Aug 3t. Coaks and Co, Norwich 

Sxoox, EvMUsD, Marylebone rd. Aug 22. Simmons ard Co, Bath 

Sprecx. Mary, Brighton, Linendraper. Sept 30. Wood and Dempster, Brighton 


S7r Jonx, Paviret. Mottisfont Rectory, Southampton. Sept 1. Green and 
Moberly. Southampton 

ETRoTHER. Joux Mortox, Newcastle upon Tyne, Bootmaker. Sept 7. Dickin- 
son and Miller, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Tuvrsey. Frepi ric, Har.eston, Nortbampton, Captain. Sept 4. Thursby, 


Essex st. Strand 
Verxoxs, Bryan Viszy Doveras, Gloucester rd, Lieutenant Colonel. Sept 1. 
Gorton, Bedford row 
Versoxs, Jou~x Hewrey, Ruinboldswhyke, Sussex. Aug 30. Janman, East 
Pallant, Chichester 
ALLORS, Bessamis, Codsall, Stafford, Gardener. Sept 30. Colebourn, 
ste ng 
Warxrysox, THomas, Beddington, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. Sept 4. Row- 
land, Croydon 
Warrziey, Wirt14M, Armley, nr Leeds, Gent. Aug 25. Simpson, Lee 
(Gazette, J 4 7.) 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

Ang. 9.—Mesers. Frnrrr, Price, & Furver, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Reversion 
(see atvertisement, July 31, p. 4). 

Aug. 9 —Mesers. Nozrow. Tatst, Watery, & Co., at the Mart, at 1 p.m., Shares 
tase adverts an a. p. 4). 

Aug. 10.—Mesers. Derexnam, Tewsox, Fanwer, & BuiporwaTer, at the Mart, 
me m., Freehold and Les Ase x Properties ‘see advertisements, July 17, p. 

uly 21, p.4; and thie week, p. 4 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


5 8. 

YREEMAN.— July 21st, at Staines, the wife of John Robert Freeman, of Lincoln’s- 
fon. barrister. at-law. of a daughter. 

Owrx.—Aug. 4, at 4. Tedworth-square, Chelsea, 8.W., the wife of E, Annesley 
Owen, barrister-at-law A a daughter. 

Swirt.—Aug. 4, at 45, Weathourne-terrace, Hyde-park, the wife of Herbert 
Henry Swift, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

Wurrt —July 21, at %, Tedworth square, S.W., the wife of Frederic White, 
bat rister law, of @ aon. 

MARRIAGES. 


BR0oke Botany —Aug. 3, at Searborough, John Arthur Brooke, solicitor, 
Leeds, te Mary, danghter of Wim. Thos. Bolland, Oriel House. Hearborot 

Bcoxs—Wis0s. —Jduly 4, at Vee William James Brooks, of the mer 
Fema ie, Basen ee ew to Alice, daughter of the late Gilbert Wi'son, of 


t, Bushey, and Mrs, W en, ot NutficlA, Wattord. 








GraHAM—PIXLEY.—July 22nd, at Christ Church, Lancaster-gate, John Chanel 
Graham, barrister-at-law, of Bellewan, Stirlingshire, to Annie, daughter of 
Stewart Pixley, of 21, Leinster-gardens. 

Kipston—M 
to Margaret Hannay. daughter of William McClure, solicitor, Greenock 

THORBURN—Dvuwncan.—July 2ist, at Craigmore, Sate, William David Thor! 
advocate. Edinburgh, to Helen Graham Campbe eet of the late Roa 
Duncan, D.L., Manager of the Netcoal ene of 5 





THS. : 
Cowlz.—July 20th, at b germs 1 Wimbledon-park, 8.W., Hugh Cowie, Q.0., of 


4, Brick-court, ‘Temple, a 

Maceevs. a uly 30, at i ~ H, Mathews, of 142, Harley-street, barrister. 
at-law, age 

aes. June 14, at Melbourne, Australia, D. C. McCarthy O’ Leary, barrister. 
at-law, a 

PaRKER.—July 27, 2 Gorey, Jersey, William Alexander Parker, ‘advocate 
Scottish bar, aged 67 ae ” - 





FEE, Two GUINEas, for a sanitary inspection and report on a London & 
house. Country rrr ed by arrangement. The Sanitary Inaheowine » nd V. 
lation Company, 115, Victoria-street, Westmirster. Prospectus free.-[ADYR. 

feet on Norman & Sracey’s HrrE PURCHASE Syyram; We D No 
1, 2, or 3 years; 60 wholesale firms. Offices, 79, Queen Victo " 
Branches at 121, Pall Mall, 8. W., and 9, Liverpool-street, E.C.— erlacatae 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
TUESDAY, Aug. 3, 1886. 
Carttar, Charles Joseph, Blackheath rd, Greenwich, Attorney at Law. July 9% 
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883, 
vase. s. ouay = = 


Andrews, Henry, West Bromwich, Btatfordebine Puddler. Oldbury. Pet July 
26. Ord July 27. Exam Aug 


Bowron, Mary Alice, Stockton e Tees, Innkeeper. Oa peem on Tees and Mid- 
dlesborous . Pet July 26. Ord July 26. Exam Aug 
ey, John, Oldham, Boot Maker. Oldbam. Pet July 27. Ord July 7, 


4 Aug 24 atl 

Brett, Emma Jane, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, penper. Poole. Pet July 2%. 
Ord Jul y26. Exam Aug 25 at 2 at Townhall, Poo 

Carter, William, yey Kent, Bootmaker. Beckester. Pet July 27. Ord 
July 27. Exam Aug 16 a’ 

Caste, Rateeg f igneous, Builder. East Stonehouse. Pet July 27. Ord July 

27. ug 27 at 11 

Davis, John, Leamington, Ironmonger. Warwick. Pet July 27. Ord July 2, 
- Exam Aug 10 

Douglas, bi ~ > ~ Meorment, Cumberland, Farm Labourer. Whitehaven. Pet 
July 27. Ord July 27. Exam Aug 9 at3 

Ellis, John, Rhyl Flint, Joiner. Bangor. Pet July 26. Ord July 26, Exam 
Sept 2 at 2 at Court house, Bangor 

Everett, LL Charles s Henry, Wallington, Surrey, Merchant. High Court, 
28. OrdJuly 28. Exam Sept 17 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

hl Frederick, Llandudno, Carnarvonshire, Architect. Bangor. 
Pet J uly 26. Ord July 24. Exam “= 2 at 11 at Court house, Bangor 

Foote, John Benjamin, Liverpool, Shipowner. Liverpool. Pet July 9. Ord 
ya 28. ium Aug 12 at 12 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria st, 

iverpoo 

Fowler, Ge Sores, Rehonsse, Firewood Manufacturer. Lewes and Eastbourne, 
Pet July 27. Ord July 27. Exam Oct1 

Fowler, George, pecidenes unknown, no occupation. High Court. Pet June 2%. 
Ord July 28. Exam Sept 3 at 12 at 34, LincoJn’s inn fields 

ee Daniel Robert, Ilchester, Somerset, Baker. Yeovil. Pet July %. 
Ord July 27. ae Aug 12 

Guy, Joseph. and Thomas mgt Senepaet, Hants, Tailors. Portsmouth. Pet 
July 24. P Ord July 24. Exam Aug 9 

Harper, Charles, Halesowen st, Worcestershire, Beer Retailer. Oldbury. Pet 
July 27. OrdJuly 27. Exam ‘Aug 13 

Harrison. George, Peterborough, Northamptonshire, Gomn Merchant. Peter- 
borough. Pet July 17. Ord July 26. Exam Aug 19 at 

Hart, Moss, Essex rd, Islington. Sigh Court. Pet May 26. Ord July % 
Exam Sept 17 at 11 at 34. Lincoln’s inn fields 

Harvey, James. Bishops Stortford, --pacrmiamamae Corn Dealer. Hertford, Pet 
July 8. Ord July 27. Exam Aug 17 

Hodgson, ca Tidsweil, Elland, Yorke, Cotton Doubler. Halifax. Pet 

am pk, nr Liverpool, Wine Merchant. Liverpool. Pet July 


eas ae rd a vuly 3. Exam Aug 23 

utton 
14. Ord July 27. Exam Aug 9 at 12 at Court house, Government bldgs, Vic- 
toria st, Liverpoo! 

Johnsen, John Henry, Derby, Grocer. Derby. Pet July 26. Ord July % 

xem Aug 12 

Long, William pdolphus,, Manip. Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet 
July 2. Ord July Exam Aug 17 at 2 

Lyons, Morris, Stepney green, Mile End. Boot Manufacturer. High Court. Pet 
July 27. Ord July 77, Exam Sept 10 at 12 at 34. Lincoln’s inn fields 

Mabey. William, Bournemouth, Steam Turner. Poole. Pet July 27. Ord July 
27, Exam Aug 25 at 2.30 at powneen. Poole 

Mc¥lrov. James, Threadneedle st. Messenger at Comptoir d’Fscompte <e Paris, 
Bigh Court. Pet July27. Ord July 28. Exam Sept 17 at 11 at 31, Lincoln's ina 
1s 

Miller, Richard, London Jane, Hackney, Drysalter. High Court. Pet July %. 
Ord July 26. sxam Sept 10 at 11.30 at 34. Lincoln’s inn flelds 

Moussalii, krancis A lah. Liverpool, Cotton Broker. Liverpool. Pe ae A 
8. Et July P- Exam Aug 9 at 12 at Court house, Goverament bldgs, Vict 

verpoo! 

Nic gt tie Stephen Thomas, Bristol, Butcher. Bristol. Pet July 97. Ord July 2. 
Exam Aug 20 at 12 at Guildhall, Bristol 

Nichols, William, Tredegar, Mon. Grocer. Tredegar. Pet July %. Ord July®. 
Exam Aug 14 at 10 90 at County Court Office, Tred loess 

Owen, Thomas, Merthyr Tydfil, Tailor. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet July 26, Ord July 
2%, Exam Aug 11 

Parsons, George, Birmingbam, Brass Founder. Birmingham. Pet July 26. Ord 
July 26. Exam Sept 1 at2 

Redgrave, Charles outy, Worcester, Giove Manufacturer. Worcester. Pet 
July 27. Ord July 27 xam Aug 10 at 11.30 

Rebinese, Vincent, Albion Azores Barnsbury, Commercis] Traveller. High 
Court, Pet July 2, Ord July 26, Exam t 10 at 12 at 34, Lincoln's im 


Ww fo 
"yeas rae, Pet Ja uly Ora i Fone Jo oy Usrereton we Restor 


URE.—July 29, at Greenock. William Kidston, solicitor, Glasgow, 3 
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1 Mid- 
ly 2%, 
ily 26. 
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Webster, Joseph. + and 
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oo cis, Poole, Dorsetshire. . Solicitor. Poole. Pet July 24. Ord July | Webster, Joseph, and Hillas Hudson, Halifax, Masons. Aug 9 at 11, Oma 


aug le 5 at 1 at Townhall, Poole 
Walk 5 Same Leeds, Poulterer, Leeds... Pet July 27. Ord July 27. Exam 


Saneoth, William, Broadwey, Dorset, Builder. Douchester, Pet July 27. Ord 
July 27. Exam Aug 12 at 12.30 at County hall, Dorchester 
C Hills Ht Hndeos, Shipley, Yorks, Masons, Halifax. Pet 
. m Aug 

ldon, (othe f Hopping ody nr een ety petashine, Joiner. 

Watookpart. Pet July 265 Ord July i. “Exam A. # aetna gn 
nigh enry, i green, L “tHe 0" 

ba Ord vuy'38. E Exam i 10 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields . 





CEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Oration, ao Mark, Bo unknown, Gent. High ‘Court. Receiy Ord Apr 


Frrst MEETING 
‘pore ohn, st, Lineolts tam Lpgenical Broker. _- 10 at 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
in 

oe ce, Stovkton on Tees, Innkeeper. Aug 6 at 11.30. Official Re- 
voaiver, & 2 Aiba rd, Middlesborough . "s 

Bradley, J de he hn, Oldham, Bootmaker. Aug 10 at 3. Official Receiver, Priory chbrs, 

Union 
Brett, Emma Jane, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Draper. Aug 9 at 12.45. Official 


Receiver, Salisbury 

Brown, Willi Thomas, Langdon rd, Junction _rd, U; pper Holloway, Carman. 
Aug li ae 2.30. .., Bankruptcy blags. Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Burdin, Knottingley, Yorks, Glass Bottle Maker. Aug 6 at2. Official Re- 
ceiver, Southgate chbrs, Southgate, Wakefield 

Outer, wa Gem. Mortons, Kent, Bootmaker. Aug 10 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 

orks, He Henry, Plymouth, Builder. Aug 10 at 11, Official Receiver, 18, Frankfort 

cali 8, yn V liam Henry, Hayward’s Heath, Sussex, Tutor. Aug 7 at 11.30. 

1 Receiver, 39, Bond st, Brighton 

Cocke Samuel Howse, and Henry Francis Foale, Church st, Minories, Leather 

Factors. Aug10ati1. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


‘Corby, William, Weston Favel!, Northamptonshire, Blacksmith. Aug 12 at 3. 


County Court, Northampton 
oo onan: Dirmiachem, Bell Hanger. Aug 10 at 11. Luke Jesson 
fficial Receiver, Birmingham 
pHs MEP John de Sonnentag, Soon Victoria st, Barrister-at-Law. Aug 10 
as 2.30. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Doaglas, + Whites RETeenOns, Cumberland, Farm Labourer. Aug 9 at 12. 67, 
e st 
Ellis, John, Rhy] Flint, Joiner. Aug9 at 4.30. Star Cocoa House, Rhyl 
Felton, George Frederick k, Liandudno, Carnarvonshire, Architect. Aug 17 at 3. 
Masonic oe Hall, Mostyn st, Llandudno 
Fernbach, Salamon, St. John’s rd, Hoxton, Clockmaker. Aug 12 at 11. Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Bortugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
vow George, Eastbourne, Firewood Manufacturer. Aug 10 at 2.30. Champion 
and Son, 53a, Terminus rd, Eastbourne 
Galles, R. Leadenhall st, Clerk. Aug 12 at 2.30. 33, Carey st,*Lincoln’s inn 


Guy, Joseph, and Thomas Guy, Landport, Hants, Tailors. Aug 9 at 3. Official 
Receiver, 166, Queen’s st, Portsea 
Hammond, {George, Brighton, Ironmonger. Aug 6 at 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
_Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
John, Rhyl, Flint, Inspector of Nuisances. Aug 9 at 3.30. Star 
page House, Eby ~ ham rd, Stati Aug 6 at 2.90. Bankruptey bidgs, 
m, ur, Clapham rd, oner. Augé6 a 5 iptey 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Harris, Ste — note e. Birmingham, Ironmonger. Augi10 at 2. Luke Jesson 
Sharp. cial Recelt ver, Birmingham 
Haris, ne og Peterborough, Corn Merchant. Aug 19 at 12. County Court, 
e ro! 
ye Commercial rd, E., Ironmonger. Augii at 11. 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s ae fields 
illiam, Leeds, Mason. Aug 6 at 11. Official Receiver, St. Andrew’s 
chbrs, 22, Park row. 
Hi pees chathen Tidswell, Elland, Yorks, Cotton Doubler. Aug 9 at 12.30. 
cial Receiver. Townhall chbrs, Halifax 
Haines. Shomes, Liverpool, Cooper. Augi0 at2. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria 
st, Liverpoo 
Johnson, ohn Henry, Derby, Grocer. Aug 9 at 12. Official Receiver, St. 
James’s chbrs, Derby 
a ) abort, residence unknown, Builder. Aug i2ati1. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
n fields 
» Thomas (s¢ estate), Todmorden, Yorks, Cotton Spinner. Aug 9 at 3.45. 
Queen’s Hotel, Todmorden 
, Thomas, William Leah, and Henry Ogden, Todmorden, Yorks, Cotton 
Spinners. Aug 9 at 3.30. Queen’s Hotel. Todmorden 
, William \err estate), Todmorden, Yorks, Cotton Spinner. Aug 9 at 4. 
Queen’s Hotel, Todmorden 
Mackessack, John, and Robert Mackessack, Tavistock pl, Tavistock sq, Furniture 
alers. Aug 6 at 2.30, Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugel st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ce. . William, Tredegar, Mon, Grocer. Aug 9 at 3. Official Receiver, Merthyr 


Ogden, Hen a ootate, Todmorden, Yorks, Cotton Spinner. Aug 9 at 4.15. 
Queen’s Ho’ rden 

Olcres, W iting, Lichfield, Farmer. Aug 9 at 12.15. Swan Hotel, Lichfield 
O'Neill, George, address unknown, Hosier. Aug 6 at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
oni st, Lincoln's inn fields 

Om. omas, Merthyr Tydfil, Tailor. Aug9at11. Official Receiver, Merthyr 


Pas wd Hey h Addison, Darlington, out of business. Aug 6 atil. Official Re- 
genet 8, Al rd, Middlesborough 
Reine, William, Dalston lane, Draper. Aug 18 at 11, 38, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 


Saleeore Charles Henry, Worcester, Glove Maker. Aug 10 at 11. Official Re- 
ceiver, Worcester 
Schutze, Gustavus, Weltze rd, Hammersmith, Silk Mercer. Aug 12 at 12. 38, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s ion fields 
Sheridan, padley Perrott, Lombard st, Financial Agent. Aug 1latii, Bank- 
Tuptey bldgs, Portual st, Lincoln's inn fields 
Smith, Louis Richard, and William Knott, Lyte st, Cambridge rd, Hackney, 
8 ootmakers, Aug 11 at 2.30 Bankru aptay bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
myth, James Sproule, i. on mnt, Surgeon, Aug 6 at 12, Re- 
ceiver, St James's chbrs, Der 
> gohn, High st, Nottie hill, Draper. Aug9at12. 33, Carey at, Lincoln's 
fle 8 
atum, George, Holloway rd, Building Material Dealer. Aug 12 at 11, Bank- 
qietey bidge, Portugal st, Lincoln's inn fields 
Thompson, Thomas, Stockton on Tees, Grocer, Aug 10 atil., Official Receiver, 
bert rd, Middlesborough 
til F rancla, Lynd Seueer. Aug 7 ot 12. =< Sage ee 
» John, ndhuret_ grove, Camberwell, Builder , 
Carey st, Lingoin sinn felds ses 


Webb, Te 
at, Lin ety to Prine ae rd, West Brompton, Butcher, Aug 11 at 12, 33, Carey 











Receiver, Townhall e Halifax 
Webster, Joseph, sep estate, Bradford, Mason. Aug9 at 12. Official Receiver, 
Townhall ch’ alifax 


Wheeldon, George, Hopping Farm, nr Hollinsclough, Dates ates, Joiner. Aug 
9 at 11.30. Official Receiver, County chbrs, Market Rockbe 
Yeates, Richard, Fleet st, Printer. Aug 13 i =. 33, ‘oS st, facoln’s inn fields 


ADJUDICA 
Adams, William, bh =p er Bowes : Park, “Wood Green, Builder. Edmon- 
ton, Pet June 17. 


= sou, Sabet, o Yorks, Grocer. Kingston upon Hull. Pet July 1. 
rd July 


Buteerworth, Renand, Radcliffe, Lancashire, Stonemason. Bolton. Pet July 
. Or 

‘ord, Robert Smith, Rathbone pl, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet 
ont 21. Ord July 27 

-— ‘Bargess Hill, Sussex, Manufacturer. High Court. Pet Jan 28. 


Carter William, Northfleet, Kent, Bookmaker. Rochester. Pet July 27. Ord 
clarke, Thomas, Burton on Trent, Painter. Burton on Trent. Pet July 13. Ord 
Collet, George, Iredale rd, Nuvhead, Optician. High Court. Pet June 25. Ord 
Ome, Sak, Liverpool, Retired Licensed Victualler. Liverpool. Pet June 11. 
Deagien, WA ie. . Rezemont, Cumberland, Farm Labourer. Whitehaven. Pet 
Ellis, Mark oui  Berattord, Essex, Fruit Salesman. High Court. Pet July 21. 


on gh 5 Ashton, Walthamstow, Schoolmaster. High Court. Pet 

r 22. y 28 

= =~ Beery, Stanwix, near Carlisle, Commission Agent. Carlisle. Pet July 

y 

Guy. Jona and Thenkhe Guy, Landport, Hants, Tailors. Portsmouth. Pet 
Jul Ord July 

winnie have Aaron, Errand, Clothier. Liverpool. Tet 12. ort tare 

= . Thomas Arthur, Rochester, wo Ms ody Pet July 10. 

u 

Hoge, Wilken, West Bromwich, Bother, in ey, Pet J 1. Ord J 

Hustedt, Edmund, Nottingham, Musicseller. inghos Pot Tote her 


26 
sarkon, Julius, Liverpool, Financial Agent. Liverpool. Pet June 19, Ord 
Jerman, Fanny, Plymouth, Confectioner. East Stonehouse. Pet July 22. Ord 
Kenyon. William, Liverpcol, Ship Broker. Liverpool. Pet June 2%. Ord 


Kaen, Mary Ann, Stockton on Jone Snaleaper. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough. Pet J uly 19. Ord Jul 
in +. Nn ge Arthur, High 4 Wandsworth, Builder, Wandsworth. Pet 
y w 
Mattick, Sepliene a John Dovell, Radstock, .~ matate Agricultural Machiae 
Proprietor. Frome. Pet July 0. OraJd uly 
— James, Threadneedle st, ‘Messenger. “High Court. Pet July 27. Ord 
uly 28 
— eae, London lane, Hackney, Drysalter. High Court. Pet July 26. 


Ae 
Lene 5 James, Newcastle on Tyne, Corn Dealer. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Ret Pet July 10. Ord July 28 
Qsborne, Edwin George, Bristol, Builder. Bristol. Pet July 8. Ord July 26 
Pierce, Evan, Po: oc, Carnarvonshire, Mariner. Bangor. Pet May 21. Ord 


July 28 
Pollock, Woliem. Jam Southwick, near Sunderland, Tailor. Sunderland. Pet 
anil re 
Read, John, Salford. Contractor, &c. Salford. Pet JulyS. Ord July 2% 
Robinson, V incent, a grove, Barnsbury, Commercial Traveller. High 


Court ‘et July 26. Ord July 26 

Solomon, Percy Levi. Westbromich, Staffordshire, Jacket Warehouseman, 
Oldbury. bet ies 23. OrdJd 

Tevendale, W , Barrow in Joiner. Ulverston and Barrow in 
Furness. Sal ae ” Ord July 27 

Tweed, George Tash, Honit®n, Solicitor. Exeter. Pet Feb27. Ord Jey & 

Walker, Samuel, Leeds, Poulterer. sats. = Pet July 27. Ord July x8 

be! <5 George, Buxton, Derbyshire, Joiner. Stockport. PetJuly 26. Ord 
July 27 


Wien, George Ha Henry, Birmingham, Jeweller’s Factor. Birmingham, Pet 
June Jw 
be Reta Lucien, Tower Royal, Commission Agent. High Court. Pet 
Jul 
Wye te Henry. | an st, Bethnal Green, Leather Seller. High Court. Pet July 
26. y 28 


ad 
TUEsDAY, Ave 3. 30m 3, 1886. 
RECEIVING 


Askine, Satie. er Maneietaber, Birmingham. Pet July 
Buckley, Walter, Rashcliffe, Huddersfield, Coal Merchant. Huddersfield. Pet 
Jt £4 30 Ord July 30. Exam Aug 16 at 11 
Clark, Thomas Howard, Gt Grimsby, Draper. Gt Grimsby. Pet July 2. Ord 
July 2. Exam Aug 18 at 11 at Townball. Grimsby 
Cowley, = Moti da, Warwick, Widow. Warwick. Pet July 2. Ord July 2. 
1 
= Albert 3 Morton, Wakefield, Joiner. Wakefield. Pet July 8. Ord July 


Davies, 3 Thomas, Daley. Wi Worcestershire, Grocer. Dudley, Pet July 238. Onl 
xam Aug 12 at 
Fisiolah, ‘h, Joseph Sanders, Ridetora, Devon, Grocer. Bespotagle, Pet July 
Ord July 30, Exam Aug 20 at 11 at Bi ridge Hall, Barns Sogamiane 
Giedons, Chris — Benjamin, Ipswich, pswich. Pet July 3. 
Ord July 30. m Aug 81 at 12 
om Jobn Nathaniel Kidde . Baker. Kiddermi 
July 22. Exam Aug 12 at 2.45 at Tov . Kiddermiaster 
Hariaker, A ee Leeds, or. Leeds, t July 2. OoiJuly ® Exam 


wrk Eawin, Bradford, Yorks, out of business. Dewsbury. Pet July ®. 
Ord July 2. Exam Aug 17 
rtley, Henry, Burnley, Lancashire, Plasterer. Burnley. Pet July ©. Ord 
uly 30, Exam Aug 96 at U1 
1 baennd, Fortelade, Sussex, Draper. Brighton, Pet July 10. Oni July 2. 
xam Aug ifatil 
Hole, James, Clifton, Bristol, Baker, Bristol. Pet July 2. Ord July. Exam 
‘Aug #0 at 12 at Guildhall, Bristol an 
Holmes. William Charles, Solihul', Warwickshire, Auctioneor, Birmingham, 
Pet July 8. Ord July 30 
Jones, Rosser Lewis, and Edward Price, Treharris, Giemorgnashine, Builders. 
erth fen FEY 2. Ord July 2. Exam aban, Sv 
bert veramiths, Birming- 


an, ty Ord July 2s, Bxam A 


Bn lay Mason, Leeds, Grocer, — yy July Onl July ®. Bxam 





Aug Natl 





mster. Pet July 22. - 
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oauiee Bruce, Brighton. Brighton. Pet Aprié. Ord July 390. Exam 
i Lian Anglesey, Grocer. Bangor. Pet July 

2 at 11 pry Sm eth 
bd onda ma Sept at th at Smith. Rochester. Pet July 29. Ord 


uly 29. Bani Ana 36 ot 3.30 
Wi . Reading. Tailor. Rooting. net oy &. Ord July 28. Exam 

A’ 12 at 2 at Assize Courts, penmng. Sow 
ey. og fey Solicitor. Ulverston and Barrow 
in Furness. Pet July 29. Ord July 29. Exam Aug 18 at 3.15 at Townhall, 


Barrow in Furness 
Northam. Devon, Surgeon. Ruspetagie, Pet July 30. Ord July 

90. Exam Aug 2 at 11 at Bridge Hall, Barnstap! 
Jano Charles Peter e! Lower Tooting, Slater. Wandsworth. Pet July 13. 
i —} — Tong, Yorks, Woolsorter. Bradford. Pet July 13. Ord July 29. 


so Sud John Hi fa Bester, Quece o Cheapside, Licensed Victuallers. 
a Pet July 9. Ord July 30. Bs Beak tr ak Hak ae Lincoln's tan 


Wee, John James, t of business. Saaieatane. Pet July 29. Ord 


Brentwood, ou 
we oe Hicam Aug 14 at 11 at Shirehall ares 
—— hire Hill, Hampstead, Cowkeeper. sich Court. Pet 
waaly Ord July ly 28. Exam Sept 17 at 11 at $4, Lincoln's inn fiel 
legraph st, Auctioneer. 


High Court. Pet Say 2. Ord July 
29. Exam Jongh 17 at 11 at 34. Lincoln's inn fields 
wane, - ate a Tydfil, Tonbeeper. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet July 28. Ord 
Williams, Thoma i Eacentgveve . Worcestershire, Warehouse Assistant. Worces- 
ter. Pot July 30. Ord July 30. Exam Aug 13 at 11.30 
First MEETINGS. 
Baswitz, Hermann, Manchester avenue, Aldersgate st, Mantle Manufacturer. 
Aug 13at12. Bankruptcy bides, Portugal st, Tincoln’s inn fields 
Bevan, pevtens Se Tucker, Gren, Ironmonger. Aug 11 at 10.30. Official Receiver, 


p Grove, betel Electro Plater. Aug 11 at 11.30. Official Re- 
e, 
. Rashcliffe, FipSdeoeield. Coal Merchant. Aug 18 at 11. Haigh 
Solicitors, —_ ad: 
Cla "Share, rd, Newsagent. Aug 11 at 3. Official Receiver, 109, 
om 2, Rose, Matt —_— Warwick, Widow. Aug 10 at 12.30. W B Sanderson, 7, 
eth Worcestershire, Grocer. Aug 12 at 10.30. Official Re- 
gton, Ironmonger. Aug 10 at 10.30. Official Receiver, 
oy Coventry 
irral, _— Farmer. Avg 11 at 2. Official Receiver, 48, 


‘Aug 13 at ak _Banbraptey b Didee, Ms Sagal ai 
. ‘01S " 
“wd Denia ot Robert, Tichester, Somerset, 





Sohn, 


Gray’s inn, no occupation. 
incoln’s y ien fields 
Baker. Aug 10 at 4. Three 
ordon, Joseph Tih hie Be Painter. Aug 11 at 11. Official Receiver, St 
(seen brs, 22 
Jobn Nathaniel, Kidderminster, Baker. Aug 12 at 2.45. A G Hooper, 
Mabey, William, on lll Steam Turner. Aug 10 at 3.30. Criterion Hotel, 
yotelal Boater. estate, Aston, nr Birmingham, Silversmith. Aug 12 at 11. 
Marsh, Thomas, and Robert Ledgerwood, Birmingham, Silversmiths. Aug 12 at 
mag toy tg 2 ee . ~ 
ayn en, Grays s Thurrock, Essex, Smith. Aug 12at 11.30. Official Re- 
ver, 
‘Ww: Robert, Yiewsley, West Drayton,'Clerk in Holy Orders. Aug 
11 at12. Chequers Hotel, Ux 
Siddall, a, Tong. Yorks, Woclvorter. Aug 11 at 11. Official Receiver, 31, 
‘Walker, F wind Reg Leeds, Poulterer. Aug iiati2. Official Receiver, St Andrew’s 
chbrs, $2, Park row. Leeds “ 
Yes: William, Broadway, Dorset, Builder. Aug 10 at 12.15. Antelope Hotel, 


Ajtred, Detest Hill, Staffo: Frniterer. A 11 at 2.30. 
Whatmore, Alfred, le miey ill, rdshire, ug 





a me John Nelson, Old Broo wee at, Stockbroker. High Court. Pet June 18. 


we Sls, West Bromwich, Puddler. Oldbury. Pet July 27. Ord 
— Mon, Grocer. Newport, Mon, Pet July 15. Ord 
wo Robert, Gorleston, Suffulk, Publican. Gt Yarmouth. Pet July 7. 


Bowron, , Stockton on Tees, Innkeeper. Stockton on Tees and Mid- 
Pet July 26. Ord July 28 

— James, Manchester, Merchant. Manchester. Pet June 30. Ord 

Sere Jane, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Draper. Poole. Pet July 26. 

_ ee Grantham, Lincolnshire, Hatter. Nottingham. Pet July 

Ma > nage Dudley, Worcestershire, Grocer. Dudley. Pet July 28. Ord 


Deer, Thomas Oldacres, Gresham st, Solicitor. High Court. Pet June 22. Opa 
Farrer, Henry, Ravensworth, Westmoreland, Joiner. Kendal. Pet July1. On 
Griffiths, John Nathaniel, Kidderminster, Baker. Kidderminster. Pet July x, 

h, Benjamin, Burnley, Lancashire, Weaver. Burnley. Pet June 16. Org 


Haroer, s Cgeice, Oldbury. Beer Retailer. Oldbury. Pet Jay 9 27. Ord July# 
Hod: on, Jonathan well, Elland, Yorks, Cotton Doubi Halifax. Pet 


Jul 
Jones, Lowls, and Edward Price, Treharris, Glamorganshire, Builders, 


“Merthyr dfil. Pet July 28. Ord July 28 
King. ine Gainsborough: Lintnatite, Grocer Lincoln. Pet July 3. Org 
Laine, = Hamelin, and Southwark 

sing “Tuomas Roasters. High Court. Gonrt, Pet Jue 2. Ord Saly $0 tre 
io. See ~~ Mardy, G@ Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet 
Lyont, Mora 8 Sney green, Mile End, Boot Manufacturer. High Court. Pet 
ailler, Matthew, chester, Commission Agent. Manchester. Pet June 29, 
Nichols. St hen Thomas, Bristol, Butcher. Bristol. tot oat 27. Ord d 

Nichols. Wikiam, Tredegar . Mon, Grocer. July 26 Ord July 
Occ ss Thomas, Merthyr 4 Tydfil, Tailor. Merthyr “aan et July 26. Ord 


Postoar, Joseph Addison, Skinnergate, Dar! , out of business. Stockton on 

Tees and M ‘ddlesborough. Pet J =) 2. Fed 29 
Powem a Home Office, Whitehall, Clerk. High Court. Pet Mar 31, 
Kendal. Pet 


=: o Charles Mania, Westmorland, Commercial Traveller. 

8 Wilton Robert, Siow , West Drayton, Clerk in Holy Ord 
Windsor. Pet June 30.’ Ord July 29 ete 

— + cemnn, Tong, Yorkshire, Tedincrtes. Bradford. Pet July 13. Ord 

3 a Richerd, Os any rd, Forest Gate, Butcher’s Assistant. High Court, 
'e 5 

Manwaring, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Birmingham. 


terry, 
Pet June 24. Ord J 
Till, Josiah, Nottingham, Plectrician. otlinghom. Pet Julyi3. Ord Jul 
cis, itor. Poole. Pet July 24. Ord Taig 9 


Travers, Fran » Solici: 
— John James, Brentwood, out of business. Chelmsford. Pet J uly 29, 


dl 
W: Bromsgrove, Worcestershire, Warehouse Assistant. W. 
cester. © pet daly 0 Ord July 30 yo 
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canta COCOATINA 
ROBE 


To Her Ma; the Lord 
Sodteaal 


COCORS THICKENED yet WEAKENE 
starch, &c., and 1m REALITY cumaree b 


Mixtares. 
Made instaniareo.sly wits . nling water. 
Cocos reper i sh Soot Gi Gigestible, 
ATINA & ANILLE licate, ble, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 
In tins at Is, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
ens. 


Terms by the Sole Proprietor. 
Adaw-tt., Strand, London, W.C 


Law Wigs and Gowns 





i. Bowen te, Co,,10, 


EDE AND SON, 


BY 6PECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


Bench, Corporation of 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Sor Dapichonse, Town Clerks, 


and Clerks 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


#4, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


UNTEARABLE LETTER 
GOPYING BOOKS. 


HOWARD'S PATENT. 
Stronger and more durable than any other 
Letter Copying Books now made. 
THE COPYING BOOK FOR THE PROFESSION 
Price LIsT UPON APPLICATION 


WODDERSPOON & CO,, 


7, SERLE STREET, anv 1, PORTUGAL STREET 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.O. 


- MAKERS 


Chancellor, the Whole of the 
London, &e, 











